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Congress Considers A New 
Maternity and Infancy Bill 


Foreword 
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INCE the creation of the Children’s Bureau of the De- 

partment of Labor in 1912, the question of Federal 

aid for maternity and infancy health and welfare work has 
been prominently before the country. 


Efforts by various women’s organizations resulted in 
the passage by Congress in 1921 of the Sheppard-Towner 
Maternity and Infancy bill, which authorized annual ap- 
propriations for such aid to be administered by the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau until June 30, 1927. Before the expiration 
of this period, Congress voted on January 19, 1927 to 
extend the life of the Sheppard-Towner act for two years 
more. The law thus expired on June 30, 1929. 


Efforts were then begun for the enactment of a new 
Maternity and Infancy Act. This resulted in the intro- 
duction during the present Congress of a number of bills, 
principal am which were the measures introduced in 
the Senate by or Jones, Washington, R., and Senator 
Robsion, Kentucky, R., and in the House by Representa- 
tive Cooper, Ohio, R. The Jones bill, fatindectl on April 
18, 1929, was reported from the Senate Committee on 
April 8, 1930, without hearings, and was passed by the 
Senate on January 10, 1931. 

When the Jones bill reached the House, it was referred 
to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce and that committee, in respi use to many requests, 
voted to hold hearings on the Jones bill and also on the 
Cooper bill, H. R. 12995, which had previously been re- 
ferred to the Committee. A comparison and legal analysis 
of the provisions of the Jones and Cooper bills will be 
found on page 34 of this issue. The hearings were set for 
January 20. A full report of the results will be given in 
the March number of the Digest. 

In 1921, Mr. Hoover organized the American Child 
Health Association and later was made its President. A 
planning committee was formed and gradually the mem- 


bership in the organization increased. When he became 
President of the United States, Mr. Hoover resigned the 
presidency of the association. No one has been elected 
to succeed him. Out of this association was drawn the 
personnel of the Child Welfare Conference, appeinted by 
the President in 1929. This conference, which became 
known as the White House Conference, met in Washing- 
ton in November, 1930, to consider a ral plan of 
work and adopted what it termed “The Children’s Char- 
ter,” consisting of nineteen points. 

Among the questions discussed at the November meet- 
ing was the coordination of Federal activities for the aid 
of children, now distributed among five different branches 
of the Government. This prob’ which involves the 
administration of a maternity and infancy act was finally 
turned over to a continuing committee, to be appointed 
by the President later. (Not yet announced). 

The attitude of President Hoover on the question of 
Federal Maternity and pee ee 
his annual messages to Congress 1929 and 1930. In 
his message to Congress, December 3, 1929, he said: 

“The Federal Government provides for an extensive and 
valuable p of constructive social service in educa- 
tion, home building, protection to women and children, 
employment, public health, recreation, and many other 
directions. 

“In a broad sense Federal activity in these d ‘ctions 
has been confined to research and dissemination of in-. 
formation and experience, and at most to temporary sub- 
sidies to the States in order to secure uniform advance- 
ment in practice and methods. Any other attitude by the. 
Federal Government will undermine one of the most 

recious possessions of the Amer:can people; that is, 
ocal and individual responsibility. We should adhere 
to this policy. 

“Federal officials can, however, make a further and 
most important contribution by leadership in stimulation 

Continued on page 64 
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1912 


THE Children’s Bureau of the Department of Labor 
created by an Act approved April 9. 


1915 


INVESTIGATION of death rates of mothers and in- 
fants in the United States made by the Children’s Bureau. 


1918 


CON July 1, the first Maternity and Infancy bills were 
introduced in Congress (65th) by Senator Joseph T. 


1919 


CN January 15 and 28, hearings on H. R. 12634 were 
held by the House Committee on Labor. 


Previous Action 


Maternity and Infancy 


July 22, S. 1039 was passed by the Senate, 62 to 7. 


July 12-16, 18-23. Hearings were held before the House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on H. 
R. 2366. 

November 14, Reported by the House Committee with 
slight amendments. 

November 19, Passed by the House, 279 to 39. 

November 21, Passed the Senate, as amended by House. 


November 23, Signed by President Harding. 
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by Congress on 


Legislation 1912-1931 


1923 


ON June 4, the Supreme Court of the United States, 
having heard together two suits filed to test the Consti- 
tutionality of the Maternity and Infancy Act of 1921 (the 
State of Massachusetts v. Mellon, and Frothingham v. 
Mellon) dismissed both suits for want of jurisdiction 
without considering the merits of the constitutional ques- 
tions. The opinion of the Court, which was without dis- 
re x delivered by Mr. Justice Sutherland (262 U. 


1925 


CON December 17, a bill to extend to Porto Rico the 
benefits of the Federal Maternity and Sn Act, was 
introduced by Mr. Davila, Del orto Rico. 
(H. R. 5837.) No Action. H. R. 555 was introduced by 
Mr. Parker, providing for a two year extension of the 
—— under the Federal Maternity and Infancy 


1926 


ON January 13, the extension of the Mate and Ir- 
fancy Act for two years was by the Secre- 
tary of Labor with the approval of the Bureau of the 
Budget and the President. 


a Hearings on the extension bill were held 
a House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 


March 17, The bill was reported from the House 
Committee by Representative Newton of Minnesota. Min- 
ority Report by ‘Sectianelien Merritt of Connecticut. 

April 5, Two year extension of appropriations under 


the on Ds Maternity and Infancy Act SEL R. 7555) was 
: passed by the House. Vote: 218 to 44. 


1927 


ON January 13, H. R. 7555 was amended and passed 
hy the Seuite: 


January 19, The House concurred in Senate amend- 
ments. 


January 22, The bill was signed by President Coolidge. 


<< 35 > 


1929 


o April 18, S. 255 was introduced by Senator Jones, of 
, Republi oP eee eae 
be yr ee Act, eliminating the $5,000 a 
year outright tion to the States, and making an 
vitial allotment of 15 ,000 to be matched by State appro- 
priation, Referred to the on Commerce. 


April 18, H. R. 1195 was introduced by Representative 
Cooper of Ohio, Republican. Referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


April 25, H. R. 2039, was introduced by FP =presentativ 
Goodwin, of Minnesota, Republican, to make the 
pard-Towner Act effective for a 12 year period from 
date of its enactment, i. e. from the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1922 to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934. 


June 30, The Sheppard-Towner Act lapsed. 


oe 


"aH 


1930 


ON February 14, H. R. 9888, a substitute Maternity and 
Infancy Bill was introduced by Mr. Cooper. 


April 8, S. 255 was reported from Committee without 
amendment. 


June 9, H. R. 12845 was introduced by Mr. —— 
Referred to Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com 
merce. 


June 16, H. R. 12995 was introduced by Mr. Cooper. 
Referred to Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 


June 18, S. 4738, was introduced by Senator Robsion 
of Kentucky, Republican. Referred to Committee on 


December 4, S. 255 was called up by Senator Jones as 
the unfinished business of the Senate. 

December 17, The Bingham amendment to recommit 
measure to on Commerce was defeated by 
a vote of 74 to 14. 

December 18, The Tydings amendment to eliminate 


the Federal Board and matching of appropriations by 
States was defeated by a vote of 66 to 5. 


1931 

QN January 10, the King amendment to limit the ap- 

propriation to 5 years was rejected. No record vote. 
January 10, S. 2555 was passed by the Senate, 56 to 10. 


January 11, Referred to the House Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 


January 20, ——— 
on Interstate and F 
12995. 


begun ‘couse Committee 
welts Couette Ste 255 and H. R. 


“Te. 
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How Senate and 
Heouse Bills 
Differ 


HE principal difference between S. 255, as 

the te, and H. R. 12995, now before House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce are the 
following : 

The Senate bill is described in its preamble as a bill 
for the promotion of the health and welfare of mothers 
and infants, and for other purposes. 

The House bill is a bill to that the United States 
shall cooperate with the States (1) in ing the 


general health of the rural population of the United States 


and (2) the welfare and hygiene of mothers and children. 


There is no time limit set oa the operation of the pro- 
visions of the Senate Bill, whereas the operation of the 
provisions of the House Bill cease at the end of the fiscal 
year 1935. 

The Senate bill creates a Board of Maternity and 
Hygiene, composed of the Chief of the Children’s Bureau 
of the Department of Labor, the Surgeon General of the 
United States Public Health Service, and the United 
States Commissioner of Education, with oS Chief of the 
Children’s Bureau as executive officer; the Children’s 
Bureau to administer the provisions of the Act. 


The House bill, “for the purpose of coordinating the 
rural health and maternal and child health activ- 
ities” creates a Federal Health Coordinating Board, with 
the same personnel as the board created by the Senate bill. 
Under the House bill, however, the Surgeon General of 
the Public Health is Chairman; the Public Health Service 
to administer the provisions of the Act relating to rural 
health, and the Children’s Bureau to administer the 
visions relating to the welfare and hygiene of aeons 
and infants, both subject to approval of the Board. 


| tes CASUAL lope ae Sele cquand Sy ene. 
Act are conditioned upon their being by appro- 
priations made by a State. The House provides that 
Re ale Sie ie contin ts comalics tf tomes igen 


being equalled by local sppropriations. 
The in the Senate bill are $1,000,000 a 
year wi $10,000 a year given each State and the 


Y caidier aeteed in, the that a State bears to 
the total population of the United States. 
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Provisions of 
A Pending 
Bills 


The House bill es begin with $1,060,000 
for the fiscal year 1931 increase annually until for 
the fiscal year 1935 $3,250,000 fs 2 Of these 
appropriations a flat $5,000 annually is allotted to each 
State and the remainder on a proportion based on the 
proportion of population. 

Each bill provides for a deduction of 5 per cent of 
each annual appropriation for administrative purposes for 
the Children’s Bureau with an added allowance in the 
House for administration by the Public Health Service. 

With these exceptions the other essential provisions of 
the two bills are the same. Among these are noes ex 
visions for making annual reports to Congress ; the - 
ical certification to the of the Treasury of Sums 
apportioned to States ; the provision that no money 
tioned under the Act shall be used for the purchase or 
rental of lands or buildings or for maternity or infancy 


pensions, stipends or a and the strict provision 
that no official of the ic Health Service or the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau shall have the right to enter a home over 


the objection of its owner or to take possession of a child 
without the consent of its parents or either of them or its 


guardian. 
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Analysis of Jones Bill--S. 255 


1. Administration. 


(a) —— Bureau of ee apa it of Labor to 
administer Act through State health agencies; Chief of 
Children’s Bureau to be executive officer. 


(b) Board of Mat and Infant Hygiene created, 
consisting of the Chief of Children’s Bureau, Surgeon 
General of the United States Public Health Service and 
the United States Commissioner of Education. 

2. Appropriation authorized for indefinite period. 

3. Grant conditioned on State matching same. To 
secure benefits State must have accepted Sheppard-Towner 
Sek 2 eR eee. or must accept this Act. 

4. Amount of $1,000,000 oem: 
$15,000 a year to be apportioned to each State; balance 
allotted in proportion which total ‘of each 
State bears to total population of United States. 

5. Five per cent deductible for administrative expenses. 











6. Detail of-plans not specified. State health agencies 
to submit plans to Children’s Bureau, subject to approval 
by Board. 

7. State may appeal to President if allotment with- 
held. (Board may authorize withholding for improper 
expenditure of moneys by State.) 


8. Alaska, Hawaii, Porto Rico, and the District of 
Columbia to share benefits on equal terms with States. 
(Digest by Children’s Bureau) 


Ww 


Analysis of Cooper Bill--H. R. 12995 


wv WwW 
A. Raral Health Work 


1. Public Health service to administer under general 
supervision of Federal Board. 


2. Appropriation authorized for indefinite period. 


3. Grant conditioned on State (or State county and/or 
local authority) matching same. 


4. Amount of appropriation: 


$1,000,000 for fiscal year ending 6/30/31 
1,250,000 “ “ “ “ “ “ /32 
“ “oe /33 

“ “oe /34 

“ «“ /35 

each fiscal year thereafter 


Amounts apportioned as follows: 


* (a) $5,000 of amount to be available annually to each 
tate. 


(b) Remainder to be allotted to States in proportion 
that the rural population of each State bears to the total 
rural population of the United States. 

5. Five per cent of ‘ooo for administrative 
. mounts to a or fiscal endi 
6 50/31, increasing to $100,000 for year wet 6/30/35, 
and to $150,000 annually thereafter. 


6. Secretary of Treasury to approve administrative 
expenditures of Public Health Service. 


7. Federal Health Coordinating Board to approve all 
plans for carrying out work. 


8. Detail of plans not specified. 


9. No provision for appeal over decision of Board to 
withhold allotment. : 


10. Hawaii and Porto Rico included on equal terms 
with States. 


B. Health and Welfare of Mothers and Children 


1. Children’s Bureau to administer under general 
supervision of Federal Board. 


2. Appropriation authorized for 5 year period. 
3. Grant conditioned on State matching same. 


4. Amount of appropriation. 


(a) $1,000,000 for fiscal year ending 6/30/31 
1p.“ ..." .%- * sayz 
6/30/33 
6/30/34 
6/30/35 
$10,000 a year apportioned to each State; remainder 
allotted in proportion that total population of each State 
bears to total population of United States. 


5. Five per cent of total annual appropriation deduct- 
ible as administration expenses. Amounts to $50,000 
yearly for 5 years. 


6. Federal Health Coordinating Board (representing 
3 bureaus in 3 different departments, Surgeon General in 
Public Health Service, permanent chairman, Commis- 
sioner of Education in rtment of Interior, and 
Children’s Bureau in Dept. of Labor) to approve admin- 
istrative expenditures of Children’s Bureau. 


7. Federal Health Coordinating Board to approve all 
plans for carrying out work. 


8. Plans to include promoting establishment of local 
health services for mothers and children; such work to bé 
coordinated with local general health services where 
established. 


9. State may appeal to President if allotment with- 
held (for moneys improperly spent). 

10. Hawaii and Porto Rico included on equal terms 
with States. 


(Digest by Children’s Bureau) 
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Mise Abbott Explains How 


Sheppard- Towner Act 
Was Administered 


HEN the Children’s Bureau was created in 1912 
there was only one state which had organized for 
promoting a See a car Coen A te 
iene bureau in the state department of health. A few 
such bureaus had been organized in the health depart- 
ments of some of our larger cities, but as a whole, the 
child health work was being done by private infant wel- 
fare and visiting nurse associations, usually only in the 
larger cities and without the resources 
ing out the whole program. 
Baby week campaigns, which the Bureau i 
cooperation with the General Federation bs ye >a 
Clubs, and the Children’s Year 
the Ween ee oe i Reccrvmer 
ense in an effort to prevent the lowering o: stand- 
ards of child care during the war, extended to almost 
county in the United States and directed public 


attention tothe unnecessarily high death rate 
ue 
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The Sheppard-Towner Act for the promotion of the 
welfare and the hygiene of maternity and infancy, which 
pense edly cin hol 1921, was in all essentials 
the same as the plan for the “public ion of mater- 
nity and infancy” submitted by Miss rop as Chief of 
the Children’s Bureau in her annual report for 1917. 
This act authorized on annual appropriation of — 
for a five-year period, of which not to exceed fifty thou 
sand dollars could be be expended by the Children’s Bureau 
for administrative purposes and for the investigation of 
maternal and infant mortality, while the balance was to be 
divided among the states accepting the act as follows: 
five thousand dollars unmatched to each state, and an 
additional five thousand dollars to each state if matched, 
the balance to be allotted the several states on the 
basis of population, and granted if matched by an equal 
state appropriation. 


The act intended that the plan of work should originate 
ot Oe ae er ae oe The legisla- 


tures of oe (the legislatures of Connecticut, 
Illinois and did not accept the benefits of 


the act) and the Territory of Hawaii—to which the bene~ 
fits of the act were extended in 1924—accepted the terms 
of the act. A Federal Board of Maternity and Infant 
Hygiene, of tiie Chief of the ren’s Bureau, 
the Surgeon of the United States Public Health 
Service, and the to ome States apna oP of Educa- 
tion, was given authority to a or pprove state 
pst, bat the st provided that he plane must be approved 

the Federal board if “reasonably appropriate and ade- 
quate to carry out its purposes.” 

In the Children’s aya pag en “ the act 
was di in charge of a Maternity nfant Hygiene 
Division, director of which had been a specialist in 
child hygiene. In addition to auditing accounts and carry- 
ing out other routine administrative details, the Bureau 
directors, by Bald consultation, by the fon of buret 


directors, by field the loan of bureau 
personnel for demonstration and survey purposes, and 
during the last two years, by a study of maternal mortal- 


ity made in fifteen states in cooperation with the state 
medical associations and the state departments of health. 
In 1927, the authorized 


Du the period 1, 1924 to June 30, 1929, the 
ican coliatiakag sae teen, Sim ol sie pees 
child health, prena' eae 

or com 
health consultation ceriters had been established as fol- 


‘chi. 
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of the county unit in order to make more effective or to 
demonstrate'a county maternity sad infancy program, 


In addition to the increased local ions, mak- 
ing it possible to assume the support of local consultation 
centers and public health nurses, the state appropriations 
have greatly increased—at first in order to match Federal 
funds, and later, when the Federal funds were no longer 
prcrcsnng Sanger selena one vee hegre a 


It is difficult to make this list accurate. Appropriations 
are frequently in lump sums, and the amount available 


states to improve registration. a vane 

possny arrn gions groan states in 1922, rep- 
72.2 cen 

of the 728 yer cn ofthe a ated , Tepre- 

senting 94.8 per cent of the 

of the United States. 

To summarize, then, at the end of the period of coop- 


ee 


Should Federal 


Infancy Law 


Maternity and 
be Revived? 


v 


qq PRO ¢—-_——_ ———_ 
Senator Jones 


O far as I can learn, prior to 1921 only one State 
in the Union had provided any special organization 
or division of State government to give special considera- 
tion to the health of mothers a. the preservation of 
child life. In 1921 the Sheppard-Towner bill was passed 
through the Senate, seuned iemeak the House, and be- 
came a law. That act provided for the appropriation of 
a million dollars a year for five years to aid the States 
in this class of work. Five thousand dollars was donated 
outright to each State, and then the balance of the mon 
was prorated, to be met with a similar amount by ea 
State. At the end of the five years the act was continued 
for two years, expiring, I think, some time in 1929. 

Under the operation of that act, by reason of its influ- 
ence, all the States except, I think, had accepted its 
terms and had proceeded to carry out the provisions of 
the act, and had made provision for a State organization, 
so that this work was carried on very extensively. After 
the act expired, and after the expiration of the two-year 
renewal period, the work slowed up very materially. 

As I understand it, 25 of the States have been d- 
ing and are expending an amount equal to the con- 
tribution and to the national contribution under the Shep- 
pard-Towner Act. About 20 of the States, however, 
have appropriated very little more, if any, than their pro- 
portionate part, and in some instances less. Some six 
or seven of the States now are doing nothing along this 
line. This would indicate the importance of encou 
ment upon the part of the Federal Government in order 
that this important work should be carried on, that it 
should not be allowed to drop. 

Everybody appreciates, of course, the value of human 
life. e cannot measure it, we cannot put the women 
and ee te ee ee 
of property we have. Yet Congress never hesitated 
to appropriate large sums of money to protect various 


————— ae CON ) 
Senator Bingham 


Te ee ee a 
because it has such a- wo object. It is always 
implied that we should not provide money for i 
investigations into the diseases of horses and cattle if we 
do not provide money for looking into the diseases of 
ot Magicetige bende Gn cs the building Baer 
oO islation constantly to ing up 0 
ae, wer of a bureau in Washington; it leads constantly 
to the taking away from the States of the responsibility 
which rests their citizens of enacting proper legis- 
lation for their own citizens. It merely puts them in the 
position of subjects faithfully carrying out the orders of 
persons in Washington and paying one-half of the bill. 


There is no body of men or women in the country 
which is more seriously and faithfully in — 
ing human health and happiness than the of physi- 
cians of the country. 

It is a very significant thing that the official body of 
= in this country, constituting the American 

edical Association, has repeatedly protested against this 
legislation. 

should they be opposed to this legislation if it, 

indeed, accomplishes or will accomplish the purpose for 
which its proponents are introducing it? It is because 
the legislation does not do that which it aims to do and 
because it does harm to the promotion of health and hy- 
giene in the States themselves by taking away from them 
their respcnsibilities and placing them in a bureau 
Washington. 


No constitutional can be found f 
croachment of the Federal Government on 
the States to control their own internal affai: 
as relates to the protection and p 
of mothers and children. When the 


classes of animal life, to protect them from disease, and to 


to eradicate disease. If we would do that for what we~ 
term this inferior life, it seems to me we should not hesi- 
tate to make even liberal iations for the preserva- 
tion of the most precious life we have in this country. 
With the diminution of women’s lives and children’s 
lives, of course, the race must deteriorate and eventually 
Continued om next page 


to be unconstitutional, 

because they invaded the ri of the State to look after 
the welfare of their own children; and yet those laws 
were based on constitutional authority much stronger 
Continued on next sare 
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go out of existence. It seems to me that the highest 
task to which we can put any of our money is the preser- 
vation of human life, and especially the iives of our 
women and our children. That is really the purpose of 
this bill. 

It has been suggested that this is a matter which should 
be left entirely to the States, that it is an infringement 
upon the rights of the States for Congress to seek to pass 
this legislation. 

It is rather late in the day for us to raise a question 
of that character. As I said, we have been appropriating 
for various activities in the various States vast sums of 
money, for all kinds of work which really and technically 
probably should be done by the States themselves. It is 
no new thing for the Federal Government to aid the 
States and to require contributions upon the part of the 
States. We have made appropriations of various kinds 
for operations in the various States, conditioned upon 
the States appropriating like sums of money. 

We have provided for the eradication of tuberculosis 
in animals. Why should not the States be required to 
do that? shesiiotiois is that we have not even re- 
quired ccaeeanins upon the part of the States in con- 
nection with that work, but we have appropriated mil- 
lions of dollars to accomplish that purpose. That refers 
to tuberculosis in various animals in which the farmers 
are interested. Those animals, as I said above, cannot be 
compared in preciousness or in value with our women and 
our children. 

We have appropriated for hog cholera inv tions. 
Why should not investigations be soho by the 
States? Yet we have recognized the importance of it 
and the need of it, and there has not been any hesitation 
upon the part of Congress to appropriate hundreds of 
thousands of dollars for that purpose. 

In connection with the Forestry Service, we have 
cooperative work where we have required cooperation 
but work which techni probably, should be done 
solely by the localities. e have appropriated millions 
of dollars for that purpose. 1 could go on and enumerate 
many other classes of activities in the various States 
which should be handied, technically probably, by the 

ites, 

It was recognized that the National Government had 
an interest in all these various matters, and that that in- 
terest justified some appropriation upon the part of the 
National Government. Yet the National rnment 
could mot have an interest in any of those things, or in all 

those things, comparable with its interest in the preserva- 
tion of the lives of its women and its children, and “—— 
appropriation was ever justified, in my judgment, it 
an appropriation along the lines of this bill. 
Practically all the States joined in this work after the 
of the act in 1921. There were two or three 
tes which did not. However, they got some benefit 





ee who had given -_ 
to arising under it. They got benefit 
of the di , of course, and nobody took advantage 


of safest ten 
_In 1921 in the United States there were 86 deaths of 
infants under 1 See In 1928, 
instead of 86, deaths of this country were 69 per 
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than any semblance of authority that can be found in the 
Constitution for the 2 rt of legislation of this type, 
for one was based on the constitutional authority of the 
Federal Gene, to lenagiliin interstate and foreign 
commerce and the other was based on its constitutional 
authority to levy taxes. 

If Federal officers can obtain control of the hygiene of 
the entire population it is evident that by a simple exten- 
sion of the process Federal officers can be given control 
of ali matters pertaining to the safety, morals, property 
‘rights, and other matters of public policy within the 
States—and our dual form of government will be swal- 
lowed up in a bureaucracy pure and simple. 


Proponents of the Sheppard-Towner Act claim that 
one of its purposes was to stimulate the States to pro- 
vide on their own account for the welfare of the mathe 
and infants within their respective borders. I claim that 
there is no evidence that it did so. 

On the contrary, there is very strong evidence that the 
Federal subsidies provided the act led many States, 
possibly all of them, to withhold State appropriations 
that they would otherwise have made so long as the 
Federal Government was paying a of the cost. 
There is no other explanation of the fact that immediately 
on the discontinuance of subsidies from the Federal Gov- 
ernment 15 States and Hawaii each. appropriated an 
amount equal to the combined State and ral funds 
of the preceding year. The a bill proposes to give 
further subsidies to each of the States "earned. If the 
combined Federal and State funds previously allotted 
these States were adequate, clearly the present State 

oropriation is adequate and no further Federal sub- 
sidies are needed. Is the Federal Government going to 
provide subsidies for the States that are obstinately hold- 
ing out for Federal aid, while paying no subsidies to the 


States that have their appropriations, and thus 
allow the recalcitrant States to profit by their obstinacy 
and callousness? 


If a State’ is so poor that it cannot through taxation 
or bond issues provide the necessary for safe- 
guarding the lives and health of its citizens, an audit of 
the State’s accounts should demonstrate that fact. Fed- 
eral aid should be extended as a matter of charity, as 
an outright gift or as a loan, and not as the purchase 
price for the surrender of State rights. 


I realize that under the general-welfare clause of the 


ral-welfare clause are divided, but the 
mass of the of constitutional lawyers, so 
ar as I have been able to ascertain, is that the words 
“general welfare” refer to the general welfare of the 
States and not the general welfare of the citizens there- 
of, who are naturally supposed to depend on their States 
to look after their general welfare. 

In urging the enactment of the pending bill an effort 
has been made to show the wonders that were accom- 
plished = the previous bill, the rd-Towner 
Act. It has been pointed out repeatedly t as the re- 
sult of seven years’ labor and expenditure of $11,- 
000,000 of Federal and State moneys an elaborate or- 
, a vast organization made up of 
nurses, some social workers, an 
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thousand births. The value of those lives cannot be 
messured. This diminution in the mortality rate among 
the infants of the country more than justified the pas- 
sage of the act and the expenditure of the comparatively 
small sum of money we appropriated. 


The results fully justified what we did. The interest 
that was awakened in the States has diminished consid- 
erably again, strange to say. There are six or seven 
States which apparently have dropped the work entirely. 
There are about seven or eight others which are appro- 
priating about the sum of money they appropriated while 
the United States was contributing its part. There are 
six or seven which have appropriated a little bit more 
than their part of the contribution, while 25, or a little 
over half of the States, appropriated to continue the work 
an amount of money practically equivalent to their former 
contribution and that of the Federal Government. But 
the diminution of the interest in this great work by some 
of the States, and so many of them as has been mentioned, 
I think, fully justifies further action along these lines. 


The bill which is now before the Senate differs some- 
what, though very little, from the Sheppard-Towner Act. 
That act provided for the donation of $5,000 to each 
State without any reservation or requirement of a similar 
allotment by the State. That is dropped in this bill. 
Fifteen thousand déllars is contributed to each State on 
the condition that each State shall put up $15,000. That 
assures $30,000 for the work in every State which enters 
into the arrangement. It leaves the balance of the mil- 
lion dollars to be allotted among the various States pro- 
portioned to their population. 


This measure extends the benefits to Porto Rico, to 
Alaska, and to the District of Columbia. That was not 
provided for in the previous act. The States which ac- 
cepted the terms of the previous act are considered, and 
will be considered, as accepting this act until they ex- 
pressly repeal their participation in the work. 

Those are substantially the differences between the 
Sheppard-Towner Act and the proposed act. 


I think I might refer to one feaure of this bill (S. 255) 
which is different from the Sh rd-Towner Act, and 
possibly is hardly in accord with the President’s 5 
This bill was reported favorably April 9, 1930, not quite 
a year ago. The President in his message intimates that 
work of this kind should be provided for for a limited 
period; in other words, contain a provision similar to 
that in the original act. No limit is fixed in this bill. 
The law would remain on the statute books as long as 
Congress allowed it to. Of course, Co could re- 
peal the act at any time it thought it should do so. Pos- 
sibly upon giving a year’s notice it would be justified in 
doing so. 

If there should be serious objection to the measure 
without any specific limitation in it, I frankly say that 
I would have no serious objection to limiting the act to, 
a five-year period; but I see no necessity for that. .I 
would rather have it go on and encourage the States to 
continue this splendid work without any specific limita- 
tion in the bill as we enact it. If it is deemed advisable 
in future, if it is thought the time has come when the 

ration of the National Government with the States 
in this important work should cease, it would require ve: 
little effort to fix the time when it should cease. I thi 
Continued om next page 
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assorted variety of clerks and other employees, child 
health centers, clinics, conferences, and other things too 
numerous to mention. The size and complexity of that 
organization will readily be admitted. I the end and 
object of the Sheppard-Towner Act was to build up a 
fearful and wonderful machine such as has been de- 
scribed, the act was undoubtedly a glorious success. 
When the act was being passed, however, it was not 
claimed that its purpose was to build up a great bureau- 
cratic organization but that its purpose was to reduce 
maternal and infant mortality; and of the accomplish- 
ment of that purpose there is certainly no evidence. 


The fact is that infant mortality rates fell more slowly 
after the Sheppard-Towner Act was than they 
did before. Let the proponents of the legislation account 
for that fact if they can. The Sheppard-Towner Act 
movement itself seems to have had its inspiration in the 
wonderful work that was being done by State, municipal, 
and county health ies toward the prevention of in- 
fant mortality. Infant and maternal life were being pro- 
tected and promoted long before the Sheppard-Towner 
ae was even dreamed of, the regularly organized 

ealth forces within the several States, counties and mu- 
nicipalities. 

I do not wonder that people do not like to listen to 
this, because it is contrary to what so many people be- 
lieve. It has been stated repeatedly that the passage of 
the legislation increased health in the United States, di- 
minished the number of deaths of mothers and dimin- 
ished the number of deaths of infants. That has been 
stated so often that no one has thought to look up the 
facts and see whether or not it was true. 


As a matter of fact, under the influence of agencies 
which existed  cieag to the passage of the Sheppard- 
Towner Act, which it is now intended to resurrect, the 
infant death rate in the birth-registration area in conti- 
nental United States fell from 100 in 1915 to 76 in 1921, 
or 24 points. That was before the S rd-Towner 
Act was passed. Then came the Sheppard-Towner pe- 
riod; and between 1922 and 1929 infant death rates in 
the registration area fell from 76 to 68, or 8 points. This 
scout a the failure of the Sheppard-Towner Act to 
accelerate in the slightest the decline of the infant 
death rate in the birth-registration area as a whole is 
matched by the record of its failures in many of the 
States that did adopt the act. 


For instance, let us take the State of Kentucky: In 
Kentucky, between 1917 and 1921—years prior to the 
passage of the Sheppard-Towner Act—the infant death 
rate was reduced from 87 to 62. Then Kentucky ac- 
cepted the bribe of the Federal Government and came in 
under the Sheppard-Townex Act in 1922, and its infant 
death rate promptly went to 69. After eight years of 
labor and expense under the influence of the hecmné- 
Towner Act Kentucky, in 1929, found its infant death 
rate to be 71. 


Here was a sovereign State which, prior to 1921, had 
reduced its infant death rate all by itself from 87 to 62; 
and then, thinking that the wisdom of the Congress of 
the United States was so great that it ought to adopt 
something that would help it still further to reduce its 
death rate, it accepts the Sheppard-Towner aid, and the 
death rate goes from 62 to 71. 

Continued on next page 
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it is wiser in connection with this important work to enact 
the legislation in this form so that the people of the coun- 
try may be assured that this splendid work may go on.— 
Extracts, see 1, p. 64. 


WwW 


Senator Sheppard 


N June 30, 1929, the maternity and infancy act, gen- 
erally known as the Sheppard-Towner Act, ex- 
pired. It was first placed in the Federal statutes on No- 
vember 23, 1921, and was to continue for the five fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1927. 

At the end of five years nearly all the States were co- 
operating with the National Government in carrying out 
the purposes of the measures and there was a widespread 
demand for its renewal. 

A bill renewing the measure for three years passed the 
House by a sweeping majority, and a motion to take it up 
in the Senate showed a similar sentiment in its behalf in 
this body. Then a few determined and able Senators 
instituted a filibuster which blocked action for months. 

Having charge of the bill on the Senate floor, recog- 
nizing the stranglehold which this little group of fili- 
busterers had on the situation under the Senate rule al- 
lowing unlimited debate, realizing the end of Congress 
was near, I offered on behalf of myself and as many of 
the friends of the measure as I could get in touch with 
to agree not to endeavor to renew the existing act at the 
time of its expiration, if it should be permitted to con- 
tinue two years longer. My offer was accepted and the 
act was continued for two years—that is, until June 30, 
1929—when it ceased to operate. 

When the two years ended, I made no effort to renew 
the act. It went out of existence, and thus I carried out 
my part of the agreement. I consider that my obligation 
under the agreement terminated when the two years 
elapsed without any endeavor on my part to continue the 
legislation. 


I do not consider that I am obligated under that agree- 
ment not to support the new effort to revive the legisla- 
tion now being made through the bill by the Senator from 
Washington, which was favorably reported by the Senate 
Commerce Committee nearly a year after the death of the 
old legislation. 

The work under the maternity and infancy act during 
the seven years of its operation was based on programs 
developed by State heal agencies and approved for Fed- 
eral monetary aid by a committee composed of the Chief 
ss a eee at Washi a oh other . 

i tate agency ight to 
to the President in the event the Federal Committee held 
that the State’s program did not come within the scope 
of the act. 

The activities carried on by the State health agencies 
with Federal aid under this law included instruction of 
the individual as to the care of mother ard child through 
health conferences conducted by physicians and nurses 
under State auspices, through permanent health centers 
conducted under local auspices and financed in part by 
local funds, through home visits to mothers by public- 
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A comparison can profitably be made between the im- 
provement effected in infant death rates in States that 
never adopted the Sheppard-Towner Act as compared 
with the improvement made in States located near by, 
and therefore made up of tions more or less simi- 
lar, and subjected to similar influences of climate and 
other external conditions influencing health. 


The first State which did not a this legislation was 
Connecticut. When the Sheppard-Towner Act went into 
effect in other States the Connecticut infant death rate 
was 77. In 1929, seven years later, without any aid from 
the Sheppard-Towner Act, the death rate in Connecticut 
had fallen to 644—13 points. In two of the intervening 
years it was even as low as 59. 

The oe State of Rhode Island adopted the 
Sheppard-Towner Act in 1925, when the infant death 
rate was 73. In 1929, four years later, the death rate was 
72, a diminution of 1, with a record in one of the inter- 
vening years of a death rate of 82. 

In other words, it does not a r as though one can 
lay to the credit of this act any diminution in infant mor- 
tality. I have given examples of States where the mor- 
tality rate actually increased under the provisions of the 
act, when it had tly decreased prior to the passage 
of the act; and I have given the example of a State 
which did not adopt it where the infant mortality rate 
decreased very considerably. 

The infant death rate in Illinois, without the influence 
or help of the Sheppard-Towner Act, fell 15 points in 
eight years, while in the neighboring State of Indiana, 
with help of the Sheppard-Towner Act, it fell only 
7 points. If one wanted to base an argument on figures, 
one might claim that this proved that the Sheppard- 
Towner Act actually did harm to the women and chil- 
dren whom it is supposed to benefit. That, however, is 
not the object of my t, but rather to show that 
it does not do that which it pretends to do, but actually 
does harm in taking away from the States certain respon- 
sibilities which are theirs. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts refused to adopt 
the act, and in fact instituted suit to prevent it from being 
carried into effect. Between 1922 and 1929 its infant 
death rate fell from 881 to 62, 19 points. 

The S rd-Towner Act was never in effect in the 
District of Columbia. Its infant death rate fell from 85 
in 1922 to 71 in 1929. In the nei ing State, Virginia, 
the act was adopted in 1922, when its infant death rate 
was 77. Having lived under the Sheppard-Towner Act 
during the entire time when the act was in effect, the 
State of Virginia found itself at the expiration of that 
period with a death rate of 79, two points higher than 
when it started. 

The claim that the States that did not adopt the act 
were enabled to make the p that they did in re- 
ducing their infant death rates use of knowledge that 
they a th conferences held under the author- 
ity of Sheppard-Towner Act is without the slightest 


evidence to s rt it. In fact, there is not the slightest 
evidence to that the seven ’ labor and the 
$11,000,000 i under the -Towner Act 

d one new fact or one new method Icoking 


ever 
toward the more effective prevention of infant and ma- 
ternal sickness and death. As has been pointed out with 
respect to some of these States, and as is equally true 
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health nurses, through demonstrations in the home on 
infant and maternal care. 

These activities also embraced instruction of groups 
through lectures, motion pictures, slides, charts, and ex- 
hibits, through school classes in infant care for girls, 
classes in infant and prenatal care for mothers and for 
teachers planning to include maternity and infancy in- 
struction in class work, through schools for midwives— 
through graduate courses for nurses in maternity and 
infancy work given by State or regional conferences and 
institutes—through graduate courses for physicians in 
conjunction with State or county medical societies. 

A third phase of State work under this act consisted 
of instruction through distribution of literature prepared 
by the State or the Federal Government on maternal and 
infant care and hygiene, child care and management and 
similar subjects. 

The maternity and infancy measure was pending for 
several months before its first enactment in November, 
1921. During this time several States established mater- 
nity and child-hygiene bureaus or divisions for purposes 
of cooperation under the act. By the end of the fiscal 
year of 1921, 34 such State agencies were in existence. 
Thirteen more were created in 1922, and in 1925 a divi- 
sion was established in Hawaii after the extension of the 
act to that Territory. When the act expired on June 20, 
1929, maternity and infancy divisions had been estab- 
lished and were operating in all of the States except Ver- 
mont and the act was also operating in Hawaii. While 
Vermont did not set up a separate bureau or division, 
it accepted the Federal funds, its work being under the 
immediate direction of the State health officer. It will 
be seen that the act was operating throughout the entire 
Nation when it ended in 1929. 

Not only the creation of new maternity and infancy 
State agencies but expansion of existing ones resulted 
from the acceptance of the Federal funds by cooperating 
States. Even in the few States which at various times 
did not accept the Federal funds large appropriations and 
— activities followed the example and inspiration of 

e act. 


One Of the great objectives under the act was the 
encouragement of locally supported agencies. There were 
established throughout the country from 1924 to 1929, 
inclusive, 2,294 permanent child-health centers, 311 per- 
manent prenatal centers, 373 permanent combined pre- 
natal and child health centers wholly or partly supported 
by local funds. During the operation of the act 161 
counties and 13 communities took charge of maternity 
and infancy work which had been initiated by State or 
Federal maternity and infancy funds. A nurse working 
alone in a county and aided maternity and infancy 
funds to the extent of her work in this respect, became 
the starting point in a number of instances for what 
developed into a full-time county health department. 

During the life of the act there was a decrease in infant 


mortality rates for the registration area in 1929 when” 


compared with 1921, and a decline in maternal mortality 
rates in certain areas in 1929 when contrasted with tie 
same areas in 1921. 

The general mortality rate for all in the death- 
registration area increased slightly in 1958, but the infant- 
mortality rate decreased. The infant-mortality rate 
amounted to 69 per thousand live births in the birth. 
Continued on next page 
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with respect to others, the rate of decline in the infant 
death rate was even more rapid before the days when 
the Sh -Towner plan was developed than it was 
afterwards. 

Vermont did not adopt the S rd-Towner Act until 
1925, and in the five-year period 1925-1929 its infant 
death rate fell only 6 points, from 72 to 66. In the five- 
year period immediately preceding, 1920-24, Vermont’s 
infant death rate fell 26 points, from 96 to 70. 

In New York the infant death rate under the influence 
of the Sheppard-Towner plan between 1923 and 1929 
fell only 11 points, from 72 to 61, while in the seven- 
year period immediately preceding, 1916-1922, it fell 17 
points, from 94 to 77. 

A discussion of maternal mortality rates fails to reveal 
any evidence of any benefit derived from the Sheppard- 
Towner Act. The maternal mortality rate for 10,000 
live births in the birth-registration area in 1915 was 61. 
In 1921, before the Sheppard-Towner Act was effective, 
it was 68.2. In the first year of the Sheppard-Towner 
ee was 66, and in the last year of the 

heppard-Towner period—1929—it was 70. 

The fact is that a study of maternal mortality rates in 
the United States yields very little direct evidence to jus- 
tify the Sheppard-Towner Act. The figures stand, how- 
ever, definitely to the discredit of the act, not only be- 
cause they fail to justity it, but because of the absence 
of evidence to show that seven years’ labor and $11,- 
000,000 expenditure under the act have reduced maternal 
mortality in any way or have pointed to any way in which 
it can be reduced.—E-xtracts, see 2, p. 64. 


Ww 


Senator Tydings 


fp bill has been a measure of great controversy in 
Congress ever since it was first introduced a number 
of ago. It is one of those measures which 

the States to run their affairs in accordance with the edi 
of the Federal Government. 


It oO a Le tenis cake as ohydone ~~ 
House of , of course, wants to do anything whi 
is injurious to the child life of America, and that opposi- 
tion to the bill is not necessarily or in any part opposition 
to the proper care of child life or proper circumstances 
surrounding the birth of the child, but it is due to the 
system which is growing up in the country and which 
during the last 10 or 15 years has come to be accepted as 
the right way to handle all these measures which are 
challenging the opposition of those who take that position. 


First of all, a sum of money is appropriated by the 
Federal Government, $1,000,000 in all. That is to be 


‘divided among the 48 States. But before any State can 


receive its proportionate share it must take from its State 
treasury a sum of money equal to that which it receives 
from the United States T: In other words, the 
State appr jation matches the Federal appropriation. 
But can te agency expend its own State tax money 
as the State board of health wants to expend it? Oh, no. 
Under the terms of the bill the State agency cannot 
receive a single dollar from the Federal Treasury unless 
Continued on mext page 
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registration area of 1928, while in 1921 it amounted to 
76 per thousand. This rate for urban areas was 78 in 
1921 and 69 in 1928; for rural sections, 74 in 1921 and 
69 in 1928; a new low rate, 65, having been established 
for 1927. 

Undoubtedly the maternity and infancy act is entitled 
to a substantial share of credit for the fact that if the 
szme infant-mortality rates had prevailed during the seven 
years of the act which had marked the year 1921, over 
60,000 more infants would have died in their first year. 

It is true that the infant death rate was higher in 1928 
than in 1927, but this was due to an outbreak of influenza 
in the latter part of 1928 which assumed the proportions 
of an epidemic betore the year closed, and to an increased 
prevalence of measles and meningitis. 

It is true that the mortality rate of 68 deaths connected 
with maternity for every 10,000 live births for the birth- 
registration area of 1921, consisting of 27 States and 
the District of Columbia, increased to 69 for the birth- 
registration area of 1928, consisting of 45 States and the 
District of Columbia. This is explained by the fact that 
new States were added to the registration area with 
higher maternal mortality rates than the whole previous 
area, notably States with large colored ates whose 
rates in this respect were abnormally large. 

Where the maternity and infancy work was a 
continuously for most of the years during which act 
was effective there was a reduction in the death rate of 
mothers. This work was especially effective in rural 
districts, where attention from physicians has been in- 
creasingly difficult to secure. The rural-maternal mor- 
tality rate for the registration area of 1921, an area 
comprising 27 States, was 59 per 10,000 live births. In 
1928 the rate was 56.3 for the same territory, a sub- 
stantial and gratifying reduction. 

Maladies to which expectant motherhood is specially 
liable showéd a downward trend while the act was in 
operation. This relief to motherhood from some of its 
dangers and agonies justifies the act a thousandfold, 
makes every dollar in such a cause sacred to 
the last degree, and in terms that cannot be denied 
for the renewal of the measure. 

Since the act terminated there has been a falling off 
in funds available for this work in a large majority of 
the States. About 15 States have continued their efforts 
> increasing appropriations so as to cover the loss of 

ederal aid. 

The most serious effect of the premature cessation 
of the act has been a lack of interest due to the retire- 
ment of the Nation from this fundamental field of human 
endeavor. The cooperation of the Nation supplied some- 
thing more than funds involved—a stimulus which the 
concentrated interest of the American people as a whole 
could alone furnish. 

Thomas Jefferson, in his first inaugural address as 
President of the United States, included the diffusion of 
information among the essential en of our Gov- 
ernment. This bill is essentially a bill for the diffusion of 
needed and valuable information. 

The maternity and infancy act is an information ser- 
vice of te Mikes beak cod sgniicotcr, Thousands 
of mothers die from the perils of maternity in this coun- 
try year. One hundred thousand infants perish 
form lack of proper care within the first month of exist- 
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it first submits a plan to the Federal Maternity Board, 
and until the State plan is approved by that board no 
Federal money shall be turned over to the State board for 
use in that commonwealth. 


How far are we going to whittle away the division be- 
tween State governments handling local questions and the 
National Government handling national questions? Are 
we going to take over one by one all of the local affairs 
and have them all handled here in Washington until there 
is nothing left of local self-government in the country, 
nothing but bureaucracy, regulations, and rules—not laws 
enacted by a legislative body after due debate in the open, 
but regulations and edicts issued by bureaucrats removed 
from the people who are not elected to office, whose terms 
run one year after another as long as they can hold office, 
who lay down the rules of conduct for these most intimate 
actions of the people in affairs which are purely local and 
not national? 


If the Federal Government wants to give to each State 
a sum of money to be used in the protection of child life, 
let us give it to the States. But to go to those States and 
say, “We will give you money, but we will only give you 
the money provided you yourselves do the job in the way 
in which we want you to do it,” is not, in my opinion, 
the proper thing te do. I think when the Federal Con- 
gress takes over by force the legislative functions of the 
respective States, or through this bribe of a Federal ap- 
propriation secures legislation from the State legislatures 
which they would not otherwise enact, we are treading on 
dangerous ground. 

Perhaps the child life of America has been improved 
by the millions of dollars which this board sitting here 
in Washington has expended; but somehow or other it 
seems difficult for them to be reduced to concrete truths. 
It seems impossible to get them in such a position that 
we can realize that some benefit has been derived from 
the expenditure of this money. 

No benefits have come to the child life of America 
from the appropriation of this money which the States 
could not get for themselves. In most of the States of 
the Union there are adequate and proper functioning State 
boards of health which have child welfare branches or 
departments to take charge of the sale of milk, and which 
put out a great deal of information in reference to child 
life. But all I have ever seen that the Federal board has 
done for the millions of dollars we have appropriated was 
to furnish to expectant mothers a little pamphlet telling 
them how their children would best be brought into the 
world in the interest of their future health. Outside of 
that little pamphlet which the State board of health has 
and which it will mai! to expectant mothers, that is about 
the sum total of the benefits which have come from these 
appropriations, and yet we are to go on and spend $i,000,- 
000 this year, not to perform a national function, but 
$1,000,000 to perform a State function. 

When the philosophy of our Government is destroyed 
more babies will be destroyed than at any other time. If 
we want to preserve the child life of this country, one of 
the finest things we can do is to preserve the philosophy 
of America, which safeguarded to the States in the tenth 
amendment all of the rights and powers which were not 
delegated to the Federal Congress.—-E-tracts, see 1, p. 64. 
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ence in this country every year. This is three times the 
entire number of the battle deaths of soldiers during the 
entire time of our participation in the World War. The 
vast majority of these deaths among mothers and infants 
are from causes that may be overcome by timely and suit- 
able knowledge. 

To cooperate with the States in distributing this timely 
and suitable knowledge is the purpose of the maternity 
and infancy bill—E-tracts, see 1, p. 64. 


vW 


Senator Copeland 


HIS is too solemn a matter, too fundamental a thing, 

too important in the lives of the mothers and infants 

of the country to split hairs over why the legislation was 

enacted or how it was enacted or whether it should be 
reenacted. 


The question was asked me about the attitude of the 
medical associations and why the doctors object to the 
legislation. 

I have read the statement of the Medical Society of 
New Jersey and it may be a fair statement of the attitude 
of the medical profession generally. But there is back 
of this action a further thought. The doctors are very 
fearful of what they call “State medicine.” They think 
the trend in the United States is in the direction of hav- 
ing the hospitals owned and operated by the States, and 
having the doctors appointed as agents of the State to 
administer the hospitals and perhaps to give treatment to 
them. There is a very fundamental objection in the medi- 
cal profession to that sort of thing. 

Doctors are extremely individualistic. Every doctor is 
an authority unto himself. I have no fault to find with 
that attitude. There is a great difference between law 
and medicine, in that the law is founded upon the prin- 
ciples of Justinian or promulgated by parliament or re- 
vealed by Providence ; but in the medical profession every 
man is an authority unto himself. The standards are not 
fixed. He dreads the time which he fears may come when 
power will be conferred upon the State to give directions 
as to the treatment which shail be accorded disease and 
the method by which that treatment shall be applied. 
There is that great fear on the part of the medical pro- 
fession. 

I want to analyze, if I may, the criticism which has 
been made by the Medical Society of the State of New 
Jersey. The first objection made by the doctors:is that 
such legislation constitutes Federal encroachment upon 
State rights. I fail to see that. One has but to read 


the original law, the act of November 23, 1921, to know . 


exactly what was proposed in the Sheppard-Towner Act. 

No one can read the original act without having swept 
out of his mind entirely the criticism that the pending 
bill pro an invasion of the Stat@s so far as anything 
done within the States is concerned. 

The act itself provided that its administration within 
the State must be by the child welfare or child hygiene 
division in its department of health. Nothing in the world 
in a medical way will be done by the non-medical agency 
at Washington. That agency nothing to do except 
Continued om next page 
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infants and mothers obtaining benefits which it is 
declared this bill will aid in securing, but because I am 
opposed to measures that consolidate the States with the 
Federal Government and that tend to reduce them to a 
sort of protoplasmic mass to be moved only by the power- 
ful arm of the Federal Government. I believe in the com- 

ency of the people of the States to govern themselves, 
and I think that measures of this kind challenge our dual 
form of government and the competency of the States 
and the people within their borders to manage their own 
domestic pe Our fathers drew a sharp line between 
the functions of the States and those of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Unfortunately, the gravitational forces of the 
Federal Government are drawing the States from their 
orbits, the inevitable result of which will be—if these 
gravitational forces are not overcome—that our form of 
government will be destroyed and a paternalistic or so- 
cialistic system will take its place. I have confidence in 
the people, in their State pride, in their ability to work 
out the problems, complex as they are, incident to our 
social, industrial, and economic conditions. If the people 
are led to believe that they must look to the Federal 
Government for gratuities, bounties, gifts, ropriations, 
and contributions to relieve them of obligations of local 
government, then the integrity of the States will be men- 
aced and disturbing and dangerous elements will be intro- 
duced into our political system. 


The President of the United States made, I believe, a 
suggestion that the provisions of the Sheppard-Towner 
Act, which, of course, no longer exists, be continued for a 
limited period of time. However, he was wise enough not 
to recommend it as permanent legislation. His position 
indicates that he does not favor permanent legislation con- 
taining provisions similar to those in the pending measure. 
The President in a recent message stated that the organ- 
ization of preventive measures and health education in its 
personal sernenen is the province of the public-health 
service. He added that such organization “should be as 
universal as public educatioa, and that its support is a 
po burden upon the taxpayer and that it should be 

upon local and State responsibility.” 

A proper interpretation of this statement means that 
the States and local State political units should look after 
sanitation, health, and education. No one questions the 
duty of the States to provide a suitable system of educa- 
tion and to adopt reasonable measures in the interest of 
sanitation and the health of the people. Speaking of 
county and local communities, the President says : 


“Such organization gives at once a fundamental control 
of preventive measures and assists in community instruc- 
tion. The Federal Government, th its interest in 
control of contagion, acting through United States 
Public Health Service and the State agencies, has in the 
past and should in the future concern itself with this 
development, particularly in the many rural sections which 
are unfortunately far behind in progress. 

“T recommend to the that the purpose of the 
Sheppard-Towner Act should be continued through the 
Children’s Bureau for a limited period of years; and that 
the Congress should consider the desi of confining 
the use of Federal funds by the States to the building up 
of such county or other local units and that such outlay 
should be positively coordinated with the funds expended 
Continued om next page 
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as regards the distribution of funds and the reception of 
the reports. It has absolutely nothing to do with the 
medical application of the law; and no Federal agent, 
medical or lay, goes into the State to administer the act. 
Its administration is wholly in the hands of the medical 
officials of the individual States. So where is there any 
encroachment upon State rights or any lay application 
of the law? 

The Children’s Bureau have had nothing whatever to 
do with the application of the law. They have merely 
to do with the apportionment of the sums of money to 
be used by the individual States. 

In the next place—and I speak of this with some degree 
of hesitation—I have had a number of te’egrams from 
friends of mine in New York who to various 
church organizations. They have prot against the 
passage of the bill largely because of their fear that the 
officials might have authority to enter the homes and per- 
haps carry something besides medical advice—some other 
kind of advice. 

I want to make it very clear that no agent of the 
Government, either Federal or State, under this act, has 
any right to enter any home without the full permission 
of parents or of the guardian of the child. Nobody 
can go into a home without such permission. I want 
that to be thoro understood. family in any 
State of the Union w this act is applied may, for any 
reason whatever, refuse to receive the agent of the Govern- 
ment. The law specifically says that no member of the 
Children’s Bureau and no agent of the Government may 
enter a home without permission. 

The next criticism of the New Jersey Medical Society 
Sane Se Wading ahaoe ue ee 

in Washington w pu medical matters wi 
be directed by i untrained laymen. I dispute 
that absolutely. There is no such provision in the bill. 

The Children’s Bureau has the right to apportion the 
funds, and it is its duty to determine whether those funds 
are spent properly or not; but so far as medical mat- 
ter is concerned, the Children’s Bureau in Washington 
has on more to do with it than the man in the moon; 
it has absolutely nothing to do with the medical adminis- 
tration of the act. 

A third objection is that seven years’ rimentation 
under the Sheppard-Towner Act proved absolutely fruit- 
less save to a small group of officeholders. 


roa I think that is a gratuitous blow to a group 
of very deserving persons—‘“that it was fruitless in result 
to anybody but the officers.” 


Twenty-five years ago, 247 babies out of every thou- 
sand born died in the first year of life, while now in New 
York City the rate is only 50. I do not say that the 
ee oe Act was responsible for that decrease, 
but very efforts which are proposed to be applied 
everywhere by reason of the S -Towner Act are 
the efforts which resulted in the miraculous change in the 
death rate among the infants of New York City. 


When one considers the infant and maternity death 
rate there are many factors that must be taken into 
<r me rene. ” the influenza epidemic of 1918 

ighest rate of any group was among pregnant 
women ; they were the ones who died, and it is not hard 
to understand why. ‘So there are many things that enter 
Continued om next page 
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through the United States Public Health Service directed 
to other phases of the same county or other local unit 
organizations. All funds appropriated should, of course, 
be applied through the States, so that the public-hea!th 
program of the county or local unit will be efficiently 
coordinated with that of the whole State.” 

When the Sheppard-Towner bill was first under con- 
sideration its proponents asked that its life be limited to 
five years, stating that at the expiration of that period it 
would have served its purpose. However, before the 
expiration of the five years, some of the same forces that 
had advocated the bill demanded that it be continued for 
a further period. The result was that the law was con- 
tirtued for two years more. 

Evidently the President’s plan is that Congress shall 
continue the provisions of the bill for a limited time until 
the necessary organizations have been perfected in the 
States to carry forward the work pertaining to infancy 
and maternity. My position is that in most of the States 
local organizations exist and that all of the States will 
enact suitable legislation to deal in a comprehensive and 
satisfactory way with this question. Certainly the States 
are as much interested in the welfare of infants and 
mothers as are bureaucratic cies in Washingt 


‘on. Per- 
sonally I prefer to trust the States than to trust Federal 
bureaus. 


There are some persons with socialistic or communistic 
views who regard it as a duty of the Government to take 
over the children and assume the duties and responsibilities 
of the parents. This legislation, in my opinion, has been 
advocated by some who have perceived in it an entering 
wedge for Federal Government to take over the con- 
trol and education of the children as well as the duties and 
functions of the States and their political subdivisions. 
When the so-called maternity act was first brought to 
the attention of Congress those who were advocating the 
measure declared that it was not intended that the law 
should extend beyond a period of five years. If they 
had demanded a measure that was to fasten upon the 
ee re eee Pea ee isions 
of the bill, it is quite certain it san Gan Ss 
passed, but under the plea that the bill was only temporary 
and that it would expire by limitation at the end of five 
years, it became a law. opponents of the bill re- 
garded it not only as unwise but as unconstitutional ; they 
believed it to be an invasion of the rights of the States and 
a covert attempt to place the control of the children of 
the people under some bureaucratic Federal organization. 


There were some, however, who su the measure 
who were not so modest in their requests and who de- 
manded legislation that would provide maternity hospitals 
throughout the United States and doctors and nurses to 
care for mothers and children. Under this scheme the 
Government was to spend millions annually to erect hos- 
pitals and to have an army of nurses and doctors, all of 
whom were to be under civil service and were ta be paid 
liberally out of the Treasury of the United States. i 
view, however, was sejected and the bill as it became a 
law was materially narrowed in its provisions and, as 
stated, was limited to a period of five years. 

Before the expiration of the five years, however, those 
who had the legislation began an agitation for 
further legislation. The Committee on Education and 
Labor of the Senate, after examining the question, re- 
: Continued om next page 
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into statistics. Thére might be a very successful opera- 
tion of any public-health program in normal times which 
would be utterly upset in the face of an’ epidemic. For 
instance, there was nothing in the application of the 
Sheppard-Towner Act which would control measles or 
scarlet fever or diphtheria. There might have been epi- 
demic disease, localized epidemics as we call them, in- 
volving only a small part of the country which would ele- 
vate the general death rate. 


The statement has been made that the measure has 
been of no importance to the country. Senator Bingham 
of Connecticut, when speaking about Massachusetts, used 
this language: 

“Its neighboring State, New York, whose Senator just 
spoke to us about the advantages of this legislation, 
adopted the act of 1923, when its infant death rate was 
72. In 1929, after having enjoyed the advantages of the 
act for six years, it was 61, a fall of 11 points in seven 
years, as compared with a fall of 19 points in the same 
length of time in the neighboring State of Massachusetts, 
which did not enjoy the benefits of the act. If New York 
had only followed the example of Massachusetts and not 
adopted the act oT might have had their infant mor- 
tality rate fall as it fell in Massachusetts.” 


Of course—and I say it in all respect to a layman— 
anyone who has any familiarity whatever with mortality 
statistics and with health matters realizes the absurdity 
of this statement. There are many incidental things 
which affect statistics relating to the incidence of disease 
and the death rate. Anything which affects the general 
welfare of the community is sure to have its effect upon 
the maternity and infant death rate. 


I was quite distressed to have one of the Senators say 
that infant mortality is not lowered by such a measure 
as the one which we have before us. Of course, that is 
the statement of a layman. It is a statement which can- 
not be and never will be indorsed by any informed physi- 
cian. The opposition of physicians to this measure is 
not founded at all upon the belief that such public-health 
measures have nothing to do with the welfare of the 
people. Their position, as I stated previously, is based 
principally upon the objection of the medical profession 
to anything in the way of State medicine and not at all 
upon the effect which such measures have upon the death 
rate. 


I find that the fourth reason advanced by the Medical 
Society of New Jersey is that: 

“The $7,000,000 (approximately) expended by the Na- 
tional Government added to a like sum from the several 
States was largely wasted. Neither the Nation nor the 
States can afford to repeat such wastefulness.” 

Of course, if there was any waste of those funds it 
was because of waste on the part of the several States 
and not on the part of the Federal Government. I say 
this, because not a dollar of the money for medical pur- 
poses was expended by the Federal Government or by the 
Children’s Bureau. t money was turned over to the 
States and administered wholly on the medical side by 
the health authorities of the various States. Therefore, 
I am quite confident that there is no foundation for the 
fourth criticism of the Medical Society of New Jersey. 

The fifth objection raised by the Medical Society of 
New Jersey is that: 

Continued on next page 
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ported a measure which was in the nature of a compromise 
and which continued the provisions of the bill for a 
further period of two years. When the bill came to the 
floor of the Senate it was debated at considerable length, 
and during the discussion, when it was obvious that the 
bill would not pass, an understanding was reached by the 
advocates and opponents of the bill. I was speaking in 
opposition to the bill when I was informed that an under- 
standing had been reached by the contending forces, under 
the terms of which, if opposition were withdrawn and the 
bill permitted to pass, no further efforts would be made 
to renew it or to extend its life or to obtain like legisla- 
tion. When this information was conveyed to me I 
yielded the floor and the bill was passed. I understood, 
as did other Senators, that there would be no further 
effort to secure legislation of the character contained in 
the bill. It is certain that the opposition to the bill would 
have continued and the measure would have been defeated 
had it not been for the aon which was reached. 
Now, after it was prolonged for two years, an effort is 
being a = only to =. e it for two or four years 
more but to fasten upon the country a t 
of Federal interference with as tas at he See 
Extracts, see 6, p. 64. 


Senator Walsh 


HE islature of Massachusetts was one of the 

first of the legislative bodies of this country to re- 

fuse to accept the provisions of law which the pending 
bill seeks to perpetuate. 

Its opposition was not and is not based upon antago- 
nism of giving of aid to mothers at time of child- 
birth and the subsequent immediate care of their infants. 

Its opposition is based on the ground tnat this measure 
and governmental activity is an intrusion of the Federal 
Government with matters distinctly local, which can be 
handled far more satisfactorily and at less expense by 
the States, counties, and municipalities. Very briefly, 
that is the position of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts. 

So strongly did the State feel about this legislation 
that the legislature asked—after the enactment of the 
original act—the attorney general of the Commonwealth 
to render an opinion upon the constitutionality of the law. 
That opinion was written by Attorney General Allen, 
and he, after painstaking research of the law, declared 
that. in his judgment the law was unconstitutional. 

Later the State brought a suit in the United States Su- 
preme Court ing to have the law declared unconsti- 
tutional. The United States aoe Court dismissed 
the suit, holding it had not jurisdiction, and declining to 
pass upon the question of the constitutionality of the law. 

The Medical Society of the State of Massachusetts 
has unanimously recorded itself as in opposition to this 
legislation. 

The Sentinels of the Republic, an organization of some 
10,000 men and women throughout the country, have 
gone on record as opposed to this legislation. The Senti- 
nels of the Republic are advocating the preservation of 

Continued on next page 
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“It is unfair to tax progressive States that do look 
after the health interests of their people to give to back- 
ward or careless States that do not show active interest 
ia the welfare of their own citizens.” 


Disease is no respecter of geographical boundaries. 
If we have a given condition of health in one State it is 
sure to be reflected in other States. If by reason of the 
failure of saunas so-called ——— ree — is not 
my own r if any State fails to inister 
its health laws properly it is bound to result in such ill 
health and such failure of physical and mental develop- 
ment on the part of infants that when they move into 
other States other States, no matter how “progres- 
sive,” using the term in quotation marks, they are sure 
to be affected adversely by this failure of other States 
to do their duty as regards this particular matter. 

The sixth objection raised by the Medical Society of 
New Jersey is: 

“It is unwise, if not beyond the constitutional privi- 
leges, for the National Government to enter into the 
practice of medicine in the States, just as unwise 
as wrong as it would be to interfere with the public 
schools or the police force.” 


I am frank to say I would object seriously to any inter- 
ference with the public schools or the police force in my 
State. But it is perfectly absurd to say that the Federal 
Government is going into the practice of medicine in the 
States, because the bill does not contemplate by any 
stretch of the imagination that the Federal Government 
is to have anything to do with the care of the individual 
citizens in the States. 

These are my own views regarding what I think is the 
mistaken idea of the officials of the Medical Society of 
New Jersey. The ee of outstanding members of 
the profession, so far as I know, are heartily in favor 
of the legislation. 

I am sure that the objections which have been raised 
to its enactment are not well founded from the stand- 
point of the medical profession —Extracts, see 4, p. 64. 


vW 


Senator Barkley 


FAVOR this bill. When the law was originally en- 
I acted—I was a member of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives. I believed in the legislation then, I believe in it 
now, because of the work which has been done and the 
results which have come to the le by reason of the 
enactment of the legislation ocaballe. 


I am not concerned, I will say frankly, over the ques- 
tion of any infri CS ee Seen 
Government on the rights of the States. If any of us 
had the time or the inclination to trace the dev t 
of the exercise of Federal power in the United States, 
it would be interesting to do so. I have no doubt that 
those who framed the Constitution never dreamed that 
the exercise of the powers of the Federal Government 
under the commerce clause would be carried to the ex- 

é Continued on next page 
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State rights, and have declared warfare against the grow- 
ing er: of the Federal Government to in the 
rights of the several States. So upon this question they 
have declared that this work is a State function, and that 
it should not be directed, controlled, or aided by the Fed- 
eral Government. 


I do not know of any public question where there has 
been such unanimity of opposition in = State as to this 
particular measure. The position the State took on the 
child-labor amendment to the Federal Constitution is well 
known. It was tae first State most emphatically, I think, 
tp referendum vote of 3 to 1, to repudiate the 

ild-labor amendment; yet Massachusetts has the best 
laws of any State in the Union for the protection of 
children engaged in factory or other work. There is a 
very and growing feeling, which is gaining headwa 

, that the States should not be interfered wi 
by the Federal Government in the working out of their 
own —_ ae and educational a The senti- 
ment of my State is very strongly against the cooperative 
plan in the management of State activities, such as health 
and education. 

The United States Public Health Service, through Dr. 
Hugh S. Cumming, Surgeon General, is quoted as ex- 
pressing the following sentiments: 

“The Public Health Service believes that the most im- 
portant factor in conserving the health of the peopl: is 
the de in local communities of a sense of re- 
sponsibility for their own health conditions to the point 
where they are willing to finance and support adequate 
local health organizations. 

“The most effective work in the protection of maternal 
and child life will be done by such loca: health organiza- 
tions as a part of the general health wrogram for the 
protection of the health of the people in that community. 

‘Rather create additional medical agencies, the 
fullest utilization should be made of the medical and sani- 
tary personnel of the Public Health Service ; and 

“Instead of giving the health of the country 
fractional treatment, the aim of the bill should be to 
support a general health p: of which, of course, 
the protection of maternal child life would be an im- 
portant part.”—E-tracts, see 3, p. 64. 


wv 


Senator Phipps 
T'. purpose of this bill is to centralize control in 
Washington. 


The bill which was passed on November 21, 1921, was 
supposed to provide for activities which would be educa- 
tional. It was a that if the authorities of the dif- 
ferent States of Union could be shown the necessity 
for instruction and training in matters of so-called child 
welfare, and in aid and assistance of expectant mothers, 
the States would then take up those duties their 
own boards or organizations, and. that it w be no 
longer necessary for the Federal Government to take any 
part. After extended hearings on the original bill in the 
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tent to which “it has been carried, because they did not 
foresee the complexity of our lives. As I have on occa- 
sions heretofore said, President James Madison, who had 
as much to do with the writing of the Constitution as 
any man in the convention, and who had more to do with 
transmitting to future generations what happened in the 
convention than anybody else, who has been called the 
father of the Constitution, when he was President of the 
United States vetoed an act of Congress to appropriate 
money to improve rivers and harbors, on the ground that 
the Constitution conferred upon Congress no such power 
to appropriate money. President Monroe did the same 
and President Jackson did the same. Even as late as 
1847 James K. Polk vetoed an act of Congress appro- 

riating money to improve internal waterways and to 
build highways on the same ground, that the Constitution 
conferred no such authority on the Federal Government. 


Yet by decisions of the Supreme Court, as well as 
by legislative interpretation, Canaan has for half a 
century been in the very activities which the 
framers of the 
power to do. 


Even taking the most strict construction of the ques- 
tion of State rights and Federal encroachment, there cer- 
tainly is no encroachment here, because these activities 
are carried on under the terms of the act, under the 
direction of the State boards of health in the States 
where there is a department of health created. There 
has been no interference with any individual rights, there 
has been no interference with any State rights. It has 
been a work of voluntary cooperation on the part of the 
State departments of health with the Children’s Bureau 
in the Department of Labor. There has been no friction 
anywhere. They have both operated to the benefit of 
the women and children intended to be benefited by this 
legislation. 

Senator Bingham of Connecticut who represents one 
of the three States which have persistently refused to 
accept the benefits of the act, a day or two ago called 
attention to some statistics given out with reference to 
the State of Kentucky. I stated in reply to him that in 
the State of Kentucky from 1922 to 1928, the period 
covered by the operation of the law, the death rate among 
mothers was pe te from 87 to 61 per 10,000; that the 
death rate among infants was reduced from 65, I believe, 
though I am not certain that that is the correct number, 
down to 49. The operation of the law ceased in 1928. 
There was a slight increase in the death rate in Kentucky, 
due to the fact that we had State-wide floods, which gave 
rise to malaria and other epidemics, and we had to organ- 
ize in as many of the counties as possible county health 
agencies, through which the operation of the law in ques- 
tion and of other health laws was carried on. In 1929, 
due to the very same cause and due to the fact that the 
operation of the law had ceased automatically in 1929, 
there was a slight increase in the death rate. There is 
going to be another increase in 1930, although our State 
legislature at the beginning of 1930 appropriated $50,000 
to be used by the State board of hea!th and these county 
agencies to cover activities in some respects covered by 
this measure. 

The slight increase in 1928 was due purely to local 
conditions over which no act of Congress could have had 
any effect. The slight increase in 1929 was due very 
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House, it was that the term of this educational 
period, or led experiment, should be five years, at 
the end of which time the Federal Government would not 
need to have anything further to do with the control of 
this question. 

The bill passed and the act was put into operation, 
and before the end of the five-year period many of the 
States had agreed to its provisions and were taking down 
their pre rata share of the money. The act provided 
$5,000 per annum for each State, regardiess of any regu- 
lation, and apportioned the remaining million dollars 
among the States in proportion to their population. Five 
States of the Union never accepted the measure. 


Notwithstanding the fact that five years was expected 
to be the provisional period, additional time was asked 
for, and in 1926, in the Sixty-ninth Congress, a bill was 
brought forward which passed the House and was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor of the 
Senate. The previous bill had been handled by the 
same committee. That, as I said, was supposed to be an 
educational measure. 


In 1926 I happened to be chairman of the Committee 
on Education and Labor. We did not find necessity for 
holding hearings because additional hearings had been 
handled by the House committee, and we had the advan- 
tage of those hearings. The committee did, however, give 
very careful attention and consideration to the proposal 
for an extension of time, carrying on at the same rate of 
$1,240,000 a year. After several meetings of the com- 
mittee, and discussion, the Senate committee, disagreeing 
with the House, proposed one year’s extension of time 
only, and that for the purpose of allowing the Federal 
authorities who had charge of the administration of 
the act to wind up their affairs and to give the States 
an opportunity for another year to come in under the 
provisions of the act if they so desired. 


The bill was reported to the Senate with that amend- 
ment. It was debated at length. It came up cn three 
different occasions before we reached a final vote, and 
before the final vote was taken those who were opposed 
to any extension, and those who favored the one-year 
term only, were ov to understand that in all os 
faith those who desired the two-year extension, if we 
gave them that additional period, would never again ask 
to have the bill reinstated, or ask for similar legislation. 
That understanding was very definite. 


At the expiration of the two years, which was granted 
as an extension, an effort was made, altho not a very 
strong effort, to renew the legislation. t was not 
done. On April 18, 1929, the pending bill (Senate bill 
255) was introduced and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. I do not know why that reference should 
have been made. That bill was held in the Committee on 
Commerce until April 9, 1930. It seems strange to me 
that the bill should have rested in the committee for a 
period of practically one year without a hearing, and 
then be reported favorably to this body. I am informed 
that hearings were requested by more than one organiza- 
tion but for some reason or other their requests were not 
complied with. 

Tt has been suggested at various times that a measure 
of this nature should be administered by the Public 
Health Service rather than by the Department of Labor, 
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largely to the fact that the morale of the county organi- 
zations which had been set up during the seven-year pe- 
riod under the operation of the law knew they were going 
to be compelled to go out into other fields at the end of 
1928, when the law should cease, which made it impos- 
sible for the work to be carried on as efficiently as it 
had been during the seven years when the law was in 
effect.—Extracts, see 5, p. 64. 


Senator Hatfield 


J T is the aim of this legislation not only to save life 
but to add to its desirability and happiness. 

who oppose this legislation seem to have in mind 
limiting the support of the Federal Government to prob- 
lems specifically enumerated in the Constitution. They at 
the same time disclaim the duty of the Government to 
extend support in a tative way in the absence of 

ific reference to problems that possibly belong 
more specifically to a lesser unit of the Government. These 
intermediate problems are just as serious and, in many 
instances, more meritorious than the direct ones. 

It is difficult for me to understand how any opposition 
could be offered by the Congress in the way of coopera- 
tion which has for its the welfare and protection 
of the most sacred, the most important asset that 
nation possesses—that is, the expectant mother, whose 
new-born child in many instances is largely, and some- 
times solely, dependent the care and protection 
anny os Sok arate Sera 

young life is prope ‘or, W ws what 
specific benefit the child may bring to humanity in later 
life because of the thoughtfulness of the Government 
whose lawmakers were sensitive to the duty and respon- 
sibilities that were theirs by the enactment of legislation 
for those who could not care for themselves? 

To me there can be no line of demarcation that we 
can justifiably recognize in the way of apprapriation, ser- 
vice, and cooperation in the way of Federal legislation 
when it comes to stamping out contagious or preventable 
diseases to which the people are heir and from which 
many are dying yearly and others are maimed for life. 

No possible harm or injury can come to the individual, 
the community, or the State by receiving assistance from 
the Federal rmment in support of so worthy a cause 
—assistance in the way of furnishing money, expert ad- 
vice, and pamphlets in order that the uninformed may be 
prepared to ward off the ibilities of contracting 
dangerous di ich mean the loss of vision and 
entail human misery and also a great economic sacrifice. 

That prenatal care and education of the laity and even 
of the medical profession in regard to the prevention of 
blindness are necessary and successful, is shown by a com- 

rison of figures for the blind for 1910 and for 1920. 
. 1910 there were enumerated 57,272 cases of blindness. 
Ten years later there were 52,617, or a decrease of the 
number in 10 years of 4,655. This decrease was the re- 
sult of a concerted effort made by the States and the 
National Government to prevent in infancy by 
instruction as to the proper method of prevention. 
Contioned on next page 
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and I think there is very good ground for that belief. 
It seems to me that this is a medical matter, and that the 
Public Health Service should certainly be in a better posi- 
tion to on the activities than could any employees 
of the Department of Labor. 

The pending bill and the former bill has been objected 
to by the American Medical Association and other 
organizations as well. The American Medical ia- 
tion printed in their bulletin of November, 1930, an arti- 
cle strongly opposing the proposed rejuvenation of the 
Sheppard-Towner Act. In their edition of April, 1930, 
they also printed an article — in opposition to the 
so-called Jones-Cooper bill, which is a rejuvenation of 
the Sheppard-Towner Act. In their bulletin of March, 
1930, appeared a lengthy article along similar lines. 

With the passage of the extension act, the law was 
continued in operation during the fiscal years 1928-29. 
None of the five States which had held out accepted the 
provisions of the bill during that time. At the end of 
the fiscal year 1929 several of the States which had been 
appropriating doubled their appropriations so as to con- 
tinue the full activities which had been carried on within 
their own appropriations. 

The Federal guidance of operations has now teen dis- 
continued for over a year. I do not believe any evil has 
resulted from that discontinuance. I feel that the States 
have had full opportunity to realize the advisability of 
having some instructions, some means of conveying to 
their citizens important information which they should 
have, some provisions for the care of expectant mothers ; 
but ali of that work in the States should be and I be- 
lieve as a ryle is conducted by physicians. It seems to 
me that we are ing into unnecessary trouble if we 
rejuvenate the Sheppard-Towner Act.—Ezxtracts, see 1, 
p. 64. 


Ww 


American Medical Association 
Ts House of Delegates of the American Medical 
Association, in May, 1922, declared the original 
Sheppard-Towner Act a product of political expediency 
and not in the interest of public welfare and disapproved 
it as a type of undesirable legislation which should be 
discouraged. Eight years later, the House of Delegates, 
after observing the Sheppard-Towner Act in operation 
for a period of seven rs, had found no evi to 
produce any change in its views with respect to the act. 
At the Detroit session, in June, 1930, the following reso- 
lution was approved : 

“Whereas, The American Medical Association is in 
entire sympathy with the aa efforts of Federal 
and State agencies to establi ee ere eee 
health organizations for the conduct of activities 
which are recognized as the proper functions 
of such departments ; and 

“Whereas, The usurpation of any public health func- 
tion by lay bureau of the Federal rnment, which, 
eaves aidlinne of Federal subsidies for special health 
services, seeks to duplicate and administer duties and 
functions already placed by law on the United States 

Continzed om next sate 
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How it can be successfully or convincingly contended 
that a mere appropriation of a stipulated sum of money 
by Congress would be responsible for the increased mor- 
tality from these diseases which the appropriation is used 
to prevent, is beyond my comprehension, and surely is 
not seriously contended by any Senator who opposes this 
legislation. 

When we view the child hygiene division of the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau in Washington, directed under the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and find men and women therein with 
certificates of efficiency granted to them from the best 
colleges, both scientific and professional, in this and other 
countries, we cannot but feel assured that the work is 
carried on with a high standard, based on thorough train- 
ing and superior intellectual attainments. 

Any fluctuation or upward trend of the diseases in any 
of the States that have qualified for the benefits of the 
Sheppard-Towner law could not justifiably be charged in 
any way to Federal meddling with the orderly procedure 
of the administration of the health law in any State in 
the Union. The fact is there is no meddling, but simply 
a friendly cooperation upon the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, whose duty it is to see that the iegislature has 
accepted cooperation by the enactment of the proper 
State law. ere is no justification for anyone to resent 
the manifested interest of a thoughtful body of law- 
makers in their efforts in behalf of the welfare and pro- 
tection of the underprivileged class of our citizenship. 
To me it is without justification upon their part. 

A million-dollar appropriation yearly for a worthy 
cause dedicated to humanity is a mere bagatelle in the 
way of a contribution by the Federal Government to the 
relief of our dependent citizenship. 

I think the record shows that in the administration 
of the funds for the work covered by this bill, when 
such funds were available, the rtment of Labor dem- 
onstrated its efficiency and its ability, and when we check 
up the wonderful o ization, composed of duates 
from the outstanding institutions of this and other coun- 
tries, we cannot help concluding that the organization 
made available through and by the ent of Labor 
is quite capable of taking care of any fund which has for 
its purpose the relief of the unfortunate sick in the re- 
spective States of this Union who are unable to take care 
of themselves. 

This fund is intended by the Congress of the United 
States as a cooperative fund, humanitarian in its appli- 
cation, cooperative with the health departments of the 
State governments, for the purpose of caring for the 
mother who is unable to care for herself, and when it is 
placed in the hands of the chief of the Department of 
Labor, who is not a technical man, general ing, 
but who is a humanitarian, we will have less difficulty 
from a technical point of view in its administration and 
the distribution of the appropriation than we would have 
were the funds placed in the hands of a department more 
technical—E-ztracts, see 4, p. 64. ee 
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Gen. Fed. of Women’s Clubs 


EREAS, the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs is in accord with the belief that there is a 
Continued on next page 
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Public Health Service, tends to produce inefficiency and 

waste; and 

os oe = Valet Seshened oe Health Service 
in the past efficiently di its duties with respect 

to such matters and now, through recent reorganization, 

has been provided with enlarged facilities for carrying 

on such work; and 

“Whereas, An effort is now being made to revive and 
perpetuate the Federal subsidy system established under 
the defunct Sh -Towner Maternity and Infancy Act, 
which authorized the payment of State subsidies, over a 
fixed period of years, on an arbitrary and irrational basis 
of population, without reference to the ascertained sani- 
tary and health needs of the several States or to their 
ability to meet their own needs; and 

“Whereas, The payment of such subsidies was made 
dependent on the surrender yer legislatures of the sev- 
eral States, to the Federal Government, of the right to 
supervise and control State activities in the selected field 
of public health; and 

“Whereas, This system after seven years’ trial under 
the administration of a lay bureau effected no improve- 
ment in the field of public health in which it was opera- 
tive, notwithstanding the expenditure of millions of dol- 
lars of Federal and State money ; and 

“Whereas, In the judgment of the House of Delegates 
of the Ametican Medical Association, such system 
tends to d loca! initiative and sense of responsibili 
and to pay Federal funds for pu named by the Fed- 
—_ Goverment to States not in need of Federal aid; 

it 

“Resolved, That the House of Delegates of the Ameri- 
can Medical Association condemns as unsound in policy, 
wasteful and extravagant, unproductive of results and 
tending to promote communism, the Federal subsidy sys- 
tem established by the Sheppard-Towner Maternity and 
Infancy Act and protests against the revival of that sys- 
tem in any form; 

“Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Dele- 
gates that each State should be left free to formulate its 
own health programs, with the cooperation of the United 
States Public Health Service if desired by the State, free 
from any inducement or compulsion in the way of Fed- 
eral reward or coercion; 

“Resolved, That any legislation involving cooperation 
between the Federal Cuieenindes and the several States 
in the field of public health must, in the interest of effi- 
ciency and economy, in the judgment of the House of 
Delegates, be administered under the joint supervision 
and control of the United States Public Health Service 
and the State health authorities ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be sent 
immediately to the President of the United States and to 
every Senator and Representative in Congress.” —Ex- 
tracts, see 8, p. 64. 


Vv 


The Woman Patriot 


1. There have been no Senate hearings on Federal 
maternity and infancy legislation since April, 1921. That 
was seven months before the enactment of the S - 
Towner Act of November 22, 1921, and upon a that 
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definite need for the further systematic development of 
public-health work in the United States; and 


Whereas, it is our belief that the development of offi- 
cial local health organizations through which child hy- 
giene and other health activities can be most economi 
and effectively conducted is a proper function of Federal 
and State governments ; and 


Whereas, it rs consistent with administra- 
tion that there ould be cooperation between Federal 
health agencies, the United States Children’s Bureau, 
and the United States Public Health Service in their 
respective fields, and official State and local health agen- 
cies toward this end ; and 


Whereas, there is a most pressing need for additional 
Federal cooperation and support, including financial assis- 
tance, in the further development of efficient State and 
local health service, their assistance having for its pri- 
mary object the stimulation of a larger sense of | 
responsibility for public-health work. Therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs indorse these principles as well as the work of the 
United States Public Health Service, other Federal health 

cies, and the United States Children’s Bureau, for the 
further development and ing of State, local, 
and county health activities = the work for maternal 
and infant hygiene —See 1, p. 64 


v 


National League of Women Voters 


WW ess: the National League of Women Voters 
has since 1921 considered the promotion, through 
legislation, of the movement for maternal and child hy- 
giene one of its primary responsibilities ; and 
Whereas, the act for the promotion of the welfare 
and hygiene of maternity and infancy, during the seven 
years of its wise and sound administration under the 
Children’s Bureau, immeasurably quickened the p 
of this moverreat, through the aid and ies it gave 
to the States in scientific information and intelligent ser- 
vice ; and 
Whereas, the need for a continuing program of educa- 
tion on a nation-wide scale in this field has become in- 
creasingly apparent ; and 
Game there are at present various bills before the 
roviding for the — of the maternal 
at rad child hygiene program. Therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the National of Women Voters 
to the President of the United States its appre- 
ciation of the statement in his annual message to the 
Congress: “I recommend to the that the pur- 
pose of the S -Towner Act be continued 
through the Children’s Bureau for a limited period of 
years” ; and be it further 


the passage of adeq 
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was entirely revised in the House. No Senate hearings 
have ever been held on the present bill or the former act. 
2. The Jones bill (S. 255) is in conflict with— 
(a) The Constitution of the United States. 
‘ os The State rights planks of both party platforms of 


(c) The “gentleman’s agreement” made in the Senate 
= January, 1927, at the request of advocates of the 
heppard-Towner Act, who not only declared it “proposed 
pe faith” and that “the t will be carried 
out” but made it a part of the statute itself—section 2, 
act approved January 22, 1927—to “end” and “cease” and 
“repeal” such legislation. 

(d) President Hoover, in his message to Congress 
December 3, 1929, which he reaffirms in his message of 
December 2, 1930, approved Federal aid for maternity 
and infancy, but recommended that “such outlay should 
be positively coordinated with the funds expended through 
the United States Public Health Service.” Therefore, 
the Jones bill is in conflict with the President’s announced 
plans and recommendations. 

(e) Two bills were introduced in Congress since the 

ones bill was reported April 9, 1930, to carry out the 
sresident’ s plans: 

H. R. 12995, by Representative Cooper, June 16, 1930, 
and S. 4738, by Senntbe Robsion, June 18, 1930. 


These bills are identical, revive Federal supervision of 
State “health” and ’welfare” work, but under a “Federal 
health coordinating board.” 

To rush through the Jones bill without hearings, report, 
or consideration of the President’s bills, plans, and recom- 
mendations is manifestly unfair to the President. 


(f) The President appointed a commission of some 
1200 persons more than a year ago to consider “child 
health and ection.” The subcommittee on Federal 
health organization of that conference recommended with 
only one dissenting vote—that of Miss Grace Abbott, 
Chief of the Federal Children’s Bureau—the transfer of 
some of the “health” activities of that bureau to the super- 
vision of the Public Health Service. 

The President in ing the recent White House con- 
ference on child heal health and protection, the wish 
that this point of controversy be referred to a continuing 
committee of the conference for further consideration. 


Miss Grace Abbott, Chief of the Children’s Bureau, 
and Mrs. Florence Kelley, despite the President’s wishes, 
took this controversy to the of the conference and 
to the newspapers, organized ‘ ‘pressure” through letters 
and telegrams from certain women’s organizations, and 
secured the ion of the preliminary report, and an 
indorsement of their demand for continuation of “health” 
administration of maternity and infancy legislation by the 
Children’s Bureau. 

Nevertheless, despite the Leelee headlines, the pres- 
sure, and the engineered by Mrs. a, and 
Miss Abbett, it , from official that the 
entire controversy “is subject to fu coltedion by 
a continuing committee as proposed by the President.” 


ee ee ee the President’s conference on child 
oP perce’ oe oct sigacied to ke souks, wath 
raeoer 1931. Manifestly, therefore, the present effort 
to rush the Jones bill through Congress is an attempt to 
Continued om next page 
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Parents and Teachers 


Te national congress, through the action taken by 
the delegates attending its annual conventions, and 
through the action of its State branches at their State 
conventions, supported the bill passed in 1921 known as 
the er twee Act, and the extension of its 
authorized appropriation in 1927. It also furthered, 
through its State branches, the acceptance of the act by 
the legislatures of many States and has cooperated with 
the directors of maternity and infancy work in the various 
States, particularly in their preschool health programs. 
S. 255 has the support of the national congress and many 
other organizations. 

The Children’s Bureau has for seven years adminis- 
tered the act for the promotion of the welfare and 
hygiene of maternity and infancy, with results which are 
well known to us all. The original act was passed, and 
it was agreed that the Children’s Bureau, which was 
created to deal with the problems of childhood as a whole, 
was the proper agency to administer it. The National 
Congress of Parents and Teachers supported that theory 
in Congress, and is of the opinion that the past seven 
years have demonstrated the wisdom of the decision. 

There is urgent need for a continued program of 
Federal and State cooperation in maternity and infancy 
work.—See 1, p. 64. 


Ww 


National Women’s Trade 
Union League of America 


Wi represent the organized industrial women of 
the United States and hold the indorsement of the 


American Federation of Labor. 


Realizing that the health of mothers and children is 
of fundamental importance, especially to the workers of 
the country—and to our Nation as a whole—we have, 
since its inauguration, indorsed and supported the pro- 
gram made possible by the Sheppard-Towner Act and 
ably administered by the Children’s Bureau. 

This indorsement has been given at our successive 
national conventions and in turn has become the program 
of our local leagues. 

During the past winter our membership has shown a 
more than ordinary concern in securing the passage of 
adequate legislation to continue this program. 

We hope that action may be taken to continue the Fed- 
eral work for maternity and infancy hygiene, according 
to the method that has successfully tried out by the 
Children’s Bureau.—E-tracts, see 1, p. 64. 


vW 


Women’s Joint Statement 


OR more than 10 years we have actively worked for 
and supported a program for the fee yam of ma- 
ternity and infancy hygiene by the Federal Government 
Continued on next page 
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foreclose the issue and carry out the plans of Mrs. 
Florence Kelley, the communist, and Miss Grace Abbott, 
Chief of the Children’s Bureau, before the final report of 
the President’s commission is available. 


3. The arbitrary action of the Senate Commerce Com- 
mittee in reporting out S. 255 without hearings is unfair 
to the Senate and the public for the following reasons: 

(a) The report (No. 369) misrepresents the Jones bill 
as a measure “to amend the maternity act,” without in- 
forming the Senate that there is no such act to amend and 
without mention of its repeal. 

(b) The report of the Senate Commerce Committee 
itself (No. ) consists of 11 lines, the remainder being 
made up of a letter from the Sec of Labor, dated 
May 31, 1929, and House reports of 1926. 

(c) No statistics of infant or maternal mortality later 
than 1924 are furnished in the report. 

The letter of the former Secretary of Labor, dated May 
31, 1929, expressing fear that the end of the Federal 
maternity act in June, 1929, would mean loss of mothers’ 
and children’s lives, is quoted in the rt, notwithstand- 
ing available reports of the Census Bureau showing a 
decrease of infant mortality in almost every week since 
July 1, 1929. (See Weekly Health Index, issued by the 
Division of Vital Statistics, Bureau of the Census.) 

The neglect of the report to furnish the Senate accurate 
and timely information as to the administration of the 
former maternity act and its results, if. any, upon infant 
and maternal mortality after nearly eight years of opera- 
tion, and now a year and a half since its repeal, implies 
failure of the committee to find such statistics favorable. 
Hence, the reliance upon a House report of 1926 (ignor- 
ing later House reports) is evidence that later more 
complete information that a Senate committee itself might 
collect today would not tend to promote the adoption of 
the Tones bill. 

(d) On the part of the Senate, bills are obviously 
referred to committees so that fair and adequate informa- 
tion may be assembled in one public record, after com- 

ent testimony on all points has been heard—under oath 
if necessary. A 4-year old et with 11 new lines—on 
a subject that has occupied 1,200 specialists of one of 
President Hoover’s commissions for more than a year— 
is manifestly useless to the Senate. 

4. Representatives of three distinct groups of citizens, 
who have all thoroughly studied this legislation, and have 
opposed it since 1921, appealed for hearings. Typical of 
these groups are: 

(a) The American Medical Association and various 
State, county, and city medical societies, opposing so-called 
State medicine and socialized medicine, i ly when 
practiced by amateurs and laymen with only political 
qualifications,-if any, to advise physicians, nurses, and 
mothers on maternity and infancy care. 

(b) Such organizations as Sentinels of the Republic, 
consisting largely of lawyers opposing unconstitutional 
legislation tending to destroy local self-government and 
individual freedom. 

(c) Organizations and publications conducted by 
women, many of them having had experience in public- 
health matters, who oppose supervision of local medical 
practice and domestic relations by a distant Federal bu- 
reaucracy. Among these are your petitioners. These 
Continued on next page 
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through the Children’s Bureau in the Department of 
Labor. 


The work of the Children’s Bureau in the administra- 
tion of the Sheppard-Towner Act has received the ap- 
proval of social workers, health officers, physicians, and 
other technical experts, as well as interested laymen 
throughout the country. This approval is recorded in 
scientific surveys and in testimony given at congressional 
hearings. In fact, the evidence in favor of renewal of 
the program has been overwhelming, both from the point 
of view of popular interest and on the basis of technical 
appraisals of the work done. For this reason we are 
unanimous in ing that immediate provision be madé 
to renew this work in the Children’s Bureau, so that the 
Federal program for the welfare of mothers.and children 
can continue without further interruption. 

This tested plan with its tried machinery in the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau, as embodied in the Jones bill, S. 255, can 
be continued without delay if authorized by Congress. 


This program is the most admirable contribution of 
this country to the cause of healthful motherhood and 
childhood. 

American Association of University Women, Mrs. 
Glenn Levin Swiggett ; American Federation of Teachers, 
Selma Borchardt; American Home Economics Associa- 
tion, Lita Bane; American Nurses Association, Clara 
Noyes; Council of Women for Home Missions, Florence 
E. Quinlan; National Board, Yo Women’s Christiart 
Association, Mrs. John H. Finley; National Congress of 
Parents and Teachers, E. E. Watkins; National Con- 
sumers’ League, Florence Kelley; National Council of 
Jewish Women, Mrs. Sydney M. Cone; National League 
of Women Voters, Mrs. poneen Anderson; National 
Women’s Trade Union League of America, Rose Schnei- 
derman; Service Star Legion, Mrs. Robert K. Noble.— 
Extracts, see 1, page 64. 


Ww 


Dr. Radolph W. Holmes 


HE medical profession has felt that the S - 

Towner Act was for the purpose of the Federal 
Government going into the practice of medicine—the en- 
tering wedge of State medicine. The profession does not 
know the real purpose of the Sheppard-Towner law. 


I have followed the effects of oe ey ae oes 
act and feel very strongly that its essential ¢urpose and 
result has been a highly profitable educational campaign ; 
it has brought to the attention of women, especially of 
rural and small communities, the knowledge what prenatal 
care will do in safe ing their lives and the lives of 
their infants. At the same time this knowledge has been 
brought to the rural physicians and midwives. As both 
physicians and p mothers have been educated 
as to the vital necessity of adequate prenatal care, and 
have seen to it that this care has been meted out to the 
prospective mothers, the advance in rural obstetrics, 
especially in the South, has been of ing value. I 
firmly believe that the Sheppard-Towner Act effected 
such progress in rural obstetrics that at the present 


moment the gains are surely 25 years ahead of where 
: Continued om next page 
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women are also determined to resist the entire socialist- 
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communist to make women and children wards 
and my ieee = the ; ee poo gpm pro- 
gram tion is a ly part, ori- 
oe a Sree 
by a disciple of Friedrich F agels himself. 

5. A documented history of the original “drive” to 
establish the Children’s Bureau and of the leadership of 
all its subsequent “drives” for “a full grant of re 
over American homes and children by Mrs. rence 
Kelley (formerly Florence Kelley Wischnewetzky) was 
published in the Congressional "Reced. May 31, 1924, 
and July 3, 1926. 

These facts—which have never been refuted--need no 
repetition here. But it is significant that the present 
“drive” also for the Jones bili—and against the Robsion- 

bill and the recommendations of President Hoover 
and his Child Welfare Commission—is also being led by 
the communist, Mrs. Kelley. _, 

Mrs. Kelley is probably the only living communist 
leader personally trained Friedrich Engels himself. 
Engels was the financial backer and coauthor with Karl 
Marx of the Communist Manifesto, Das Capital, etc., and 
was called by the communists “sole guardian of the world 
revolution after the death of Marx.” 

Engels was the author of the Origin of the Family, 
Private Property, and the State—a ruthless attack upon 

i and morality as well as property—and Mrs. 
Florence Kelley was his chosen American translator and 
chief lieutenant. 

So important to communists was the Engels-Kelley 
corres ence that the Moscow communists themselves 
are still taking lessons in the art of promoting “revolution 
in America” from the Engels-Kelley correspondence of 
40 years ago. 

The May 1928 issue of The Communist, official monthly 
organ of the Communist Party of the United States of 
America, declares: 

“The correspondence between Engels and his translator 
(Mrs. Kelley) connected with the entire project are of the . 
ae to present-day Marxists in America 

p- ; 

6. President Hoover served at Washington as 
of Commerce—during all the agitation of Sine Vi 
President Dawes once called “the maternity block” in 
1921, 1926, 1927—and went through the presidential cam- 
paign of 1928 without once being quoted in favor of the 
maternity act. 

After his inauguration President Hoover appointed a 
Child Welfare Commission, but allowed the maternity act 
to expire June 30, 1929, without a single public statement 
in its favor. 

The Jones bill (S. 255) was introduced April 18, 1929. 
No interest by President Hoover was publicly indicated. 
On October 17, 1929, a delegation of women called upon 
— Hoover “to enlist his support” for the Jones 


But President Hoover in his to De- 

cember 3, 1929, wrote: oo 
“T recommend to the Co that the of the 
S -Towner Act should be continued t the 
Children’s Bureau for a limited period of years; and that 
the Congress should consider the desirability of confining 
Continued om next page 
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they would have been without this act. I firmly believe 
that, the Children’s Bureau may continue the good work. 


I would point out that such aid can not show results 
in a year—the full benefit will accrue as the years pass. 
Inspired by the Sheppard-Towner Act, improved obste- 
trics has been brought to the poor woman in the back- 
woods and the mountain sections; each year the gain in 
the lowered mortality and morbidity rate will show marked 
improvement. 


No one has serious} — to appropriations for the 
eradication of the bo! boil weevil, corn borer, hog cholera, 
etc.; why should there be objection to the saving of ma- 
ternal and infant life when such life is worth at least $10,- 
000 per capita to the Nation ?—E-xtracts, see 4 p. 64. 


WwW 


Dr. George Gellhorn 


OR the past six years I have watched with interest 

the work that has been accomplished in Missouri 
as the result of State and Federal cooperation under the 
the Sheppard-Towner Act. The State health department, 
through its division of child hygiene, has done valiant 
service by holding child-health conferences in rural and 
inaccessible districts, and by advising and helping mothers 
who asked for instruction and aid both before and after 
childbirth. I am convinced that this work has appreciably 
lessened the infant death rate in Missouri. 


It is important that this excellent attempt at reducing 
useless sacrifices of life should go on without interruption. 
It was, therefore, with great pleasure that I learned of 
the bill which will provide for a child-welfare extension 
service in the Children’s Bureau to promote the welfare 
and hygiene of mothers and children and aid in the re- 
duction of infant and maternal mortality—E-xtracts, see 


4, p. O4 


wv 


Dr. Samuel M’Clintock Hamill 


HAVE followed the administration of the Sheppard- 
Towner Act very closely during the years it has been 
effective and thoroughly convinced myself of its value in 
the saving in life and the upbuilding in health of mothers 
and children. However, evidence much more valuable 
than that which I can give—namely, the unanimous sup- 
port of the health officers of the country throughout its 
entire history—is available. I have never quite compre- 
hended the animus of the opposition to the Sheppard- 
Towner Act. The assumption that the States are capable 
of meeting the maternity and child-health needs of the 
country is not well founded. I know of no State in = 
entire country in which there is a sufficiently lafge a 
propriation to meet the health needs, and alt, the health 
rs have a tremendous struggle from year to year 
to secure the paltry sums granted them. 

We have thought for so many years in the terms of ill 
health that the great American public has not yet become 
educated to the point of realizing that most of the ills 

Continued om next page 


Woman Patriot Cont'd 4 CON >) 


the use of Federal funds by the States to the wee up 
of such county or other local units and that such outlay 
should be positively coordinated with the funds expended 
through the United States Public Health Service, etc.” 


This recommendation of the President of the United 
States received no consideration whatever by the Com- 
merce Committee, as the report shows. 

Manifestly President Hoover’s recommendations of a 
revival of Federal maternity work through the Children’s 
Bureau—but “positively coordinated” with the Public 
Health Service—was in the nature of a compromise. 

From our point of view that compromise is unwise, 
but made in good faith by the President, who undoubtedly 
hoped that the Child Welfare Commission would find 
some solution of the problem, satisfactory to everybody, 
by “conferences”; just as the President has appointed 
other commissions in the hope of finding some basis of 
agreement on other great public controversies. 


Miss Grace Abbott, Chief of the Children’s Bureau, 
who, in the New York Worid feature article of March 9, 
1930, after the real leader, Mrs. Kelley, was quoted at 
great length, is reported to have said: 

“Mr. Cooper has not discussed his new measure (H. R. 
12995) with me. * * * The whole question as to whether 
or not the administration of the work should be intrusted 


.to the Children’s Bureau or to some other 


was 


In short, Mrs. Kelley and Miss Grace Abbott insist 
that the question is foreclosed—that neither the Presi- 
dent, the President’s Child Welfare Commission, nor 
Congress, shall alter by a comma their own “expanding 
program” for power! 

Mrs. Kelley, who is now leading the ee lobby 
to “put over” the Jones bill ton the White — con- 
ference continuing committee can make its final report, 
was as stated also the leader of the ‘921 “drive” for the 
Sheppard-Towner Act. 

“Senator Kenyon (who had charge of the bill in the 
Senate) told me that if members could have voted on that 
measure secretly in their cloakrooms it would have been 
killed as emphatically as it was finally passed in the open 
under the pressure of the joint congressional committee 
of women. 

Thus it was admitted that lobb 
and led by the communist, Mrs. Ke 
actment of the Sheppard-Towner Act in 1921. 

Mrs. Kelley who led the cam for the establishment 
of the Children’s Bureau in 1912 led every one of its 
drives for more power since. 

Among the other leaders of that original “drive” it may 
propegnade scetiiye GUCMIRGet i couey io 10 for 
propaganda meeti in or 
the establishment of the Children’s Bureau), after serving 
as “exhibit ” of the Children’s Bureau until 1916, 
afterwards the great Seattle “general strike” and is 
now editing the only communist organ in English pub- 
lished at Moscow! 

The “infant mortality” studies made by the Children’s 
Bureau at the of Mrs. Kelley in the slums of 
eight selected cities were used as a basis for the com- 
munist doctrine that “the public must assume this respon- 

Continued on next page 


agency was 
thoroughly discussed when the Sheppard-Towner Act 
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we are subject to are table. The tremendous cost 
to the National of si , not alone to the individual 
family but through its handicapping influence to every art 
and industry, does not seem to be understood. Most of 
these handicaps have their beginnings in inf and child- 
hood. We a iate vast sums of or the edu- 
cation of our children, but health, which is Sesdamenctal to 
all else in life, is given very little consideration. 

A few years ago Doctor Tigert, Chief of the Bureau of 
Education, issued the statement that 50 per cent of the 
children in the first grades of our schools were repeaters. 
Each repetition cost the country $80. ution 
percentage of these repetitions were due to ill th 
as there were 4,000,000 children in the first grades of our 
schools, you can readily compute the cost to the country 
of these handicapping influences. 


The thing that is most needed in the health field today 
is the work which has been made possible by the Shep- 
pard-Towner Act and which should be continued. It has 
an educational influence that is highly important.— 
Extracts, see 4, p. 64. 


v 


Portsmouth O. Times 


‘Tirta pee bill (S. 255) for the promotion of the 
welfare of mothers and infants carries out 
al the S -Towner Act, allowed to 

pel. in 1929 after having been in effect ‘continuously 

since 1922. 


The momentar ee of Os See» Se 
paratively ins total appropriation contem- 
plated is $1, an alk to Gemma Wr ad amen ae 
of which obtains a minimum of $15,000. The remainder 


standards and —— approved by the federal children’s 
bureau. It is specifically provided that no state or federal 

may enter any , or take charge of any child 
quer gubensih ebiection ele tit Giiiing tx the 6AM day 
be construed as limiting the power of a it to deter- 
mine what treatment may be provided for a child. In 
substance, the Jones bill differs Tittle from the Sheppard- 
Towner act, the principal point of difference being that 
the latter provided a flat appropriation for each state of 
$5,000, with an additional million to be distributed pro- 
portionately to There is a decrease of approx- 
imately a quarter of a million dollars in the annual appro- 
priation. 


It is natural to presume that any legislation designed to 
aid expectant mothers and better infant welfare conditions 
should be adopted sent oy Oe See Nevertheless, 
the course of the Jones in the senate has been far 
from easy. Championed by Senators Copeland and Hat- 
field ; Bah eee 2 ae ee copes See 
Senators Bingham and Walsh of Connecticut and Massa- 
chusetts, respectively. 


Geadieiak oe alk tne 
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sibility” for the care of maternity and infancy, through a 
“nation-wide * including not only “cash allow- 
ances” (childbirth doles or “maternity benefits” for 
mothers), but also the socialization and nationalization of 
“nurses, doctors, conference centers, and hospitals” for 
maternity and infancy care, “irrespective of income.’ 
That was the ori scheme behind the original “mater- 
nity bill” drafted by the Children’s Bureau and introduced 
by Miss Jeanette in, July 1, 1918. 


A comparison of the Children’s Bureau Fifth Annual 
Report, of October, 1917, pages 44-48, proclaiming “pub- 
lic responsibility” for “maternity and infancy” in Amer-, 
ica, with the proclamation at the same time (October, 
1917) by Alexandria Kollontay, then Soviet commisar of 
social welfare at Moscow (who had previously made two 
visits to the United States in 1915 and 1916) for * ‘protec- 
tion of mothers and children” as a “duty of the govern- 
ment” and maternity as a “service to the State” under 
communism, will demonstrate to any honest investigator 
that the bolshevik program and the Children’s Bureau 

for “public responsibility” were either drawn up 
in collusion or else both programs derived from a common 
communist source. 

The Children’s Bureau fp wer ay No. 57, “Maternity 
Benefits Systems in Certain Foreign Countries,” issued in 
1919, declared Alexandria Kollontay’s book, “Society and 
Motherhood” : 


“The most comprehensive study of maternity benefits 
and insurance which has yet appeared in any ‘ 


While Mrs. Kelley seems clearly responsible for most 
of the “drives” of the Children’s Bureau, it appears that 
the “maternity benefits” scheme—of which the Jones bill 
is the present fruit—came straight from Alexandria Kol- 
lontay. 


That scheme was undoubtedly brought to the United 
States by Kollontay in 1915 and 1916, and was launched 
simultaneously by Kollontay at Moscow and by Miss 
Lathrop, then Chief of the Children’s Bureau at Washing- 
ton, in October, 1917. 


These drives. of the Children’s Bureau for a “full grant 
of power” over homes and children have led to 
four suits in the Supreme Court—the Child Labor cases 


and the Mat Act cases—and to one con- 
—which was covdaahads a 


re 

inns bey 26 Statin ent allied only ty Sailer tie 
elley-Abbott lobby had misled Congress to believe that 

the “organized womanhood of this country” wishes to 

turn over control of their children—and persons under 

18 years—to the Children’s Bureau. 


There is no more reason to believe the women of the 
United States are favorable to the Jones bill—or favor- 
able to the communist Mrs. Kelley and the bureaucratic 
Miss Abbott, as against the plans of President Hoover 
and everybody else for child welfare—than there was in 
1924 to suppose them favorable to the extreme and revo- 
lutionary child lebor amendment. 


cm rs cee Nr tele oe 
vigorously the communistic schemes and prop- 
mmnate, 36 


Children’s Bureau; such representative 

's organizations as the American War Mothers, the 

Danghters of 1812 and the — of the American 
Revolution —E-tracts, see 2, p. 64 
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the floor of the senate, are: that legislation embodying 
the purposes of the Sheppard-Towner act is unconstitu- 
tional, that it constitutes encroachment upon states’ rights, 
that the money and effort expended in-administration of 
the Sheppard-Towner act were fruitless, that such legisla- 
tion taxes progressive states for backward states, and that 
it is unwise, at least, for the federal government to enter 
into the practice of medicine. 


None of the reasons is valid. The Sheppard-Towner 
act never was declared unconstitutional, except by the 
attorney general of Massachusetts. It does not affect 
states’ rights because the appropriations under it are 
administered by state agencies also because it either does 
work left undone by the states or supplements programs 
already in operation. Money and effort, by no means, are 
fruitless; if they only save one life—and the Sheppard- 
Towner act certainly did that much. Taxing progressive 
states for backward states has a familiar ring—and a dull 
one. When a $25-a-week clerk gives $5 to charity he does 
as nobly as a $500-a-week executive who gives $100. 


The last reason, the one that has caused the greatest 
volume of debate in the senate, is ridiculous. The federal 
government is not “entering into the practice of medicine.” 
It only offers a program and a relatively small amount 
to aid mothers and their children. The bulk of the money 
appropriated for the Sheppard-Towner act was used for 
education—pamphlets, illustrated lectures and the like — 
Extracts, see 9 p. 64. 


Washington Daily News 


T HE voice of organized womanhood of America has 
been heard in the overwhelming State victory for 
the Jones maternity-infancy aid bill. 


The Jones bill would re-enact in all its essentials the 
late and highly successful Sheppard-Towner Law. The 
chief essential in both is the unhampered administration 
of this work by the Children’s Bureau. It is essential 

use for seven years this bureau, headed Miss 
Grace Abbott, did its work of saving mothers babies 
so effectively. No one ever will know the lives this 
great humane adventure salvaged, the suffering it pre- 
vented, the lasting benefit it brought to the nation’s moth- 
ers. The starving of this work by a niggardly government 
in 1929 is one of the crimes that posterity will chalk up 
against our democracy. 

Probably the House now will seek to substitute for the 
Jones bill its own Robsion-Cooper bill, which we are told 
the President supports. It limits maternity-infancy aid 
of $1,000,000 yearly to five years, and subjects plans for 
this work to a Federal board upon which Miss Abbott 
would be a minority. 


The maternity-infancy administration should be left 
unhampered and untrammeled in the Children’s Bureau.— 
Editorial January 13, 1931. - 


New York Sun 4 CON > 


IS bill (S. 255) is, except for minor details, iden- 

tical with the Sheppard-Towner Act, which was is 
effect between 1922 and 1929, and is accordingly open to 
all the objections to which the former law was open. 

The effect of the bill, in short, is to set up a dictator- 
ship over the whole nation-wide fight to reduce the infant 
and maternal mortality rates and to centralize that author- 
ity in a bureau of the Government which was under 
severe fire at the recent child welfare conference. The 
Federal Government cannot invade the domain of the 
States vi et armis, but bureaucrats have found a way 
around this difficulty. Dollar-matching legislation opens 
the way to peaceful penetration. 

There is no convincing evidence that the Sheppard- 
Towner Act in seven years of operation did any good 
that could not have been accomplished without invasion 
of State rights. The opposition of the American Medical 
Association to a bill of this character is a sufficient ex- 
posure of its pretensions.—E-rtracts, see 6, p. 64. 


wv 


The National Republic 


HERE is much that federal and state governments 
can do in the interests of children. Covering the 
nation with a swarm of hired agents of politics to assume 
guidance of child-life in contravention of the traditional 
rights and duties of parents, is a disservice. 
It would be better to educate parents in their duties to 
their children—duties that are being abandoned with the 
growth of the idea that ibility is at an end 


and that the obligations of parenthood should be assumed 
by the Great White Father at Washington. 
Every revolutionary philosophy of necessity strikes at 


the institution of the family—the home. It is the nurse 
of character, and as George Washi m said to Patri 
Henry, character is the “cement which binds” our form 
of government. The home is the abiding place of nat- 
ural human affection, which those forms of despotism 
known as socialism and communism would re The 
whole philosophy of revolutionary radicalism finds its 
inspiration in hatred—the home is a republic based on 
love. 

It is natural aay ae ut ie cia should ae 
upon Congress, as are now doing, legislation whi 
woul eer the entering wedge for the substitution of 
federal for family control of childhood. The ultimate 
goal of radicalism is the seizure of the child from the 
parent at an early age, and its conversion into a cog in 
the vast political machine through which it is p 
to control mankind against all its better instincts. vO- 
lutionary radicalism p the abolition of divine wor- 
ship, and the worship instead of the industrial and politi- 
cal machine. 


demanded of Congress that a begin- 
ning be made on substituting the politician for the parent 
in the control and gui of youth. Behind this for- 
midable movement lurks the sinister face of communist 
and socialist despotism.—E-rtracts, see 7, p. 64. 
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Action on Public Measures v v 


By Senate and House, January 5, to January 17, 1931 


Aliens, Deportation of 


Senate: 


On December 8, the Senate a poened a resolution introduced by 

Senator Hayden, Arizona, D., (S. Res. 355) calling on the 

of Labor to furnish the Senate with information as to 

the num of aliens in the United States who entered — 
fully, who are subject to Series and what is necessary t 

effect their deportation. Discussed December 8, January 5, 10, 15, 


Two Sov joint resolutions on aliens are before committee: 
H. J. Res. 418, providing for further restrictions on the acquisi- 
tion of American citizenship, Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization; and H. J. Res. 435, saaieel the use of the 
miliary forces © to suppress the smuggling of aliens, Committee 
on 


Appropriations, Annual 
Five of the regular annual app: jations bills and the first 
peg od bill have been reported from the House Committee 


ions and are jn various stages of progress toward 
final passage. Their status “ January 19 was as follows: 


Treasury and Postoffice, 1932—H. R. 14246 
House: 
Reported Dec. 3. Passed Dec. 5. Discussed Dec. 3, 4, and 5. 


Ff 


rted from Committee on Appropriations Dec. 10. Passed 
15. Discussed Dec. 15. Sent to Coniatbase Jan. 15. 


F 


Interior Department, 1932—H. R. 14675 


ri 


rted Dec. 8 Passed Dec. 12. Discussed Dec. 8, 9, 11, 


: 


Saidetet Des, Sa. Discussed Jan. 5, 10, 15. 


Agricultural Department, 1932—H. R. 15256 
House: 


ee Passed Dec. 19. Discussed Dec. 16, 19, 
and 


Senate: 
Reported Jan. 14. 
First Deficiency, 1931 
House: 


aT” January 5. Passed January 7. Discussed January 
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War Department, 1932—H. R. 15593 
House: 


Reported Jan. 5. Passed Jan. 15. Discussed Jan. 9, 10, 12, 
13 ik oad fe 5 ; 


Senate: 


Referred to Committee on Appropriations, Jan. 16. 
State, Justice, Commerce, and Labor, 1932—H. R. 16110 


House: 

Reported, Jan. 13. 

Battleships, Modernization of 

Senate: 

On 1 i Senate passed S. 4750, authorizing an 
propration 100,00 for the SS of the bet. 

ew Mexico, Mississippi and Idaho. Discussed December 

8, cians 14, 15, 16. 
House: 


An identical bill, H. R. 12964, was reported from the House 
be gg on Naval Affairs, June 28, 1930 and is on the House 


Chain Stores (Fair Trade Bill) 
House: 


On January 27, SOM, ‘the Hieten Commins oh Settemate ond 
Foreign ie Kelly, Pay Re Pe riding. for, the fixing by Represen- 
tative Kelly, ee fixing by manufacturers 

resale of in interstate commerce. On 


June 11, 1930, the H peg cote =A a resolu- 
a Res. to make H. R. 11, the of 
the House. On 8, 1930, Representative Snell, N. Y., 
chairman of the Rules ann that J. Res. 24! 
would be called up as soon after the istmas recess as 
status of emergency legislation warran' Discussed : 

an. 


Changing Sessions of Congress, Inauguration 


Date, etc. 
Senate: 

On June 7, 1929, Oe Sante weed © Gore: eet Receie 
oi Ro eats Pere eee 
the dates of the inauguration of the President and Vice President. 
House: 

This resolution was referred to the House Committee on the 
Election of President, Vice Presi in 


Copyright é Maternity and Infancy 


House: : (See page 35 of this number for action) 
On May 28, the House Committee = yee reported a bill 
by Representative Vestal, Vestal, Indiana, R., H. - a providing _ 
ig copyright laws authorizin; ie 
United States to join a te International Copyright Unione On Merchant Marine, Construction Loans 


June 12, the House voted to recommit the bill. The committee a 
Serre ober se Os rece om Jue > ay ee eee eee . 1930, the H bill, 
again recommitt t was reported from committee again on February ie House a 
“eo 2A. so Varmending, the “Merchant erchant Marine of 1929 as to 
On June 12, a House resolution, H. Res. 243, was cent as the minimum rate to eer we 
ong bill the unfinished eae of the House. ard as interest on loans for the coi of 
r before adjournment at the past session but 


— Res. 243 and passed by the House on 
January 13, 1931 


Senate: 


On January 14, Senator Dill, Washington, D., moved that the 
bill lie on oe table before being referred to committee. The 
bill is expected to be referred to the Committee on Patents for 
hearings before being reported back to the Senate. Motor Buses 


the House passed H. R. 10288 to provide 
bus traffic in interstate commerce. 


ne eae 


Cotton Exchange Investigation 


he a arn ssid At 


Senate: 


On December 3, the Senate passed a Senate Joint Resolution On April 14 the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce 
(S. J. Res. 195) introduced by Senator Sheppard, Texas, Demo- cupaeied R. 10288 with amendments. Recommitted on Dec. 
crat, authorizing an appropriation of $75,000 for an investigation 4 1930. Discussed Dec. 2, 3 and 4. 
by the Department of —— of speculation in cotton 
futures. Discussed December 


House: Muscle Shoals 


On December oe the resolution was referred to the House Com- . 
ittee Agricul 
. oF pril 4, 1930, the Senate passed a Senate Joint Resolution, 
oe Res. 49, introduced by Senator Nocti. .. R., provi 


: : . £ th: 
Drought Relief, Authorization for Government operation Ay e S 1990 On fan 10, “— 


‘Two resolutions authorizing the ropriation of money to be 
loaned to farmers in areas affected by the drought of 1930 for 
and supplies for the 1931 crop were in- 

on the opening oS the session, Decem- 

Joint Resolution uthorizing an ap- 

and House Joint Resolution 411, 

riation of $30,000, The Senate resolu- 

ber 9. It was referred to the House 

Iture, December 10. The House a 


ied on an authorization of 
i both Houses on ber 19 and 
resident on December 20. 


mor oe — Committee on 
vinting 5, 080 E pain Presidential Nominations, Confirmed 
s as coo ed in Hi By, #5 i This resolution : 
the House on January 5. Discussed January 5. Jan. 16. Senate: 
On December 19, the Senate confirmed two of the five nominees 
sent in by President Hoover to be members of the Federal Power 
. Res. 447 with an L. and Ralph B. Williamson. On 


Commissi 
DL, atten HS 2 te See ee Oe ee SS ana. 
of food f George Otis Smith, Marcel and Frank R. McNinch. 
The confirmations were sent to the ite House and the Com- 
missioners took the oath of office. 


On December 23, Messrs. Smith, and Garsaud met, 
7 Sena ated ilenabines fis ceed nat Gn tontiasien 
ee. ie: without a record vote, an on was 
oer it Appropriation bill, so be puninaak te Whe resignation of all 
oS te lanier D., appropriating and to continue their employment for thirty days, 
= be ceil tr Os Heat Cones Sar eacentng eae Gade als action. At the meeting of December 23, a majrity of the em- 
pe Bren Bo Page to alford adequate, numan rele, in the were continued in office, but it was announced that 
present national emergency, to persons otherwise unable to pro- Charles F. Russell, solicitor, and William V. King, 
cure the same.” Duended Jamey Mh ond ih accountant. 
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On January 5, Senator Walsh, Mont., D., moved to reconsider 
the vote of the Senate confirming nominations of Messrs. Smith, 
Draper, and Garsaud, Fay to request the President for the return 
of the nominations. On January 9, the Senate adopted Senator 
Walsh’s resolution by a vot: of 44 to 37. Discussed January 
5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. 

On January 10, President Hoover sent the following reply to 
the Senate’s request for the return of the nominations: 

5 eT in receipt of the resolution of the Senate dated January 

“That the President of the United States be respectfully 
requested to — to the —- poe ae ig —_ Mad 
consenting to intment o: rge s Smith to a 
member of the eden Power Commission, which was agreed 
to on Saturday, December 20, 1930. 

“I have similar resolutions in r to the appointment of 
Messrs. Claude L. Draper and (Col. Marcel Garsaud. 

“On December 20, 1930, I received the usual attested resolution 
of the Senate, Seana by the Secretary of the Senate, as follows: 

“Resolved, That ue Senate advise and consent to the appoint- 
ment of the following-named person to the office named agree- 

to his nomination : 

“George Otis Smith, to be a member of the Federal Power 
Commission. 

“I received similar resolutions in respect to Colonel Garsaud 
and Mr. Draper. 

“I am advised that these appointments were constitutionally 
made, with the consent of the Senate formally communicated 
to me, and that the return of the documents by me and reconsider- 
ation by the Senate would be ineffective to disturb the appointees 
in their offices. I can not admit the power in the Senate to en- 
crouch upon the Executive functions by removal of a duly ap- 
ted executive officer under the guise of reconsideration of 
is nomination. 


regret that I must refuse to accede to the requests.” 


January 8: 
U. S. Marshal, Division No. 4, District of Alaska: Lynn Smith. 


January 12: 


Tariff Commission: Henry P. Fletcher, Thomas W. Page, 
John Lee Coulter, Alfred P. Dennis. 


January 13: 
Tariff Commission: Edgar Bernard Brossard; Lincoln Dixon. 
an in Chief, United States Patent Office: James Walter 
t. 
United States Circuit a: oseph 
cuit; Samuel H. et Je : Jone 
Circuit. Judge, Territory of Howail: Daniel H. Case, second 
circuit. 
United States District Judges: Carroll C. Hincks, Dist. -of 
Connecticut, Randolph Bryant, Eastern Dist. of Texas. 
ae States Attorney: Philip H. Mecom, Western Dist. of 
uisiana. 


United States Marshal: Francis M. McCain, Western Dist. of 
Kentucky. 
District Attorney of the Canal Zone: Joseph J. McGuigan. 


C. Hutcheson, fifth cir- 


Prohibition 


House: 


Debcicney Appice bin out of the First 


voted to 
1931, a R. See an item 


ment of scoring the of by the Brohtbton of its “for the collec- 
dissemination of of in appromiaton for law ob- 
eran nee law enforcement. 


Pes int of order made Repreventive 
OC N'Y oe omen wee the ap- 
ee ice tralia ian intact but the use of any part of it for educa- 
tional or propaganda purposes is not permitted. Discussed 
January 7. 
ge ee Se Oa Dinos sneeel 8 WA. eB. SS sein’ 
es for minor violations of the prohibition 
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to the Senate amend- 
and passed the bill. Discussed Jan. 8. 


On July e Senate pats suena H. R. 9985 with amendments. 
On $e, 37" the Senate an - the 

a bill by Senator Howell, Nebr., 

the ibition enforcement law of the Distr of per ones 

tre Gohl cbt program and is ex- 

pected to be called up in the Se Walitee tee oll ct Os nueiee 


Discussed Jan. 16. 


_ Speeches and Extension of Remarks on Subjects 
Not Acted Upon 


HI 


aan: Jan. 5, by Sen. wate, N. C., R.; by Sen. Heflin, 

;. by Sen. Brookhart, Ia. R.; Jan. 14, ‘inserted Sen. 
dn "Kans., R., “Resolutions of American Farm Bureau 
Federation. 


Speeie: Jan. ey, , A ~ Lankford, oP ; by Rep. Blanton, 


Tex., D.; Jan. 6, vale, Minn. 
Aviation 

Jan 7, inserted by Sen. Bin Conn., R., article by Lieut. 
Commander D. C. Ramsey, S.'N., on Training of line of- 
ficers and midsh‘pmen for aviation d 


Speeches : sh Rep. aber, N.Y, R; an. 9, 10, by 
Rep. Cemex Mich., eon on sisiaibice J 


by Sen. Fletcher, Fia., es brief. on bills to 
Ped. Res. Act. Jan. 15, speech by Rep. McFadden, Pa, 
R., on America’s Interest in Bank for Saecontioasl Settiements. 


son. 5, inserted by R 
Thomas D. Thacher, Golichor Gomera’ of U. 


pg yey as 


R., address by 


Jan. 1 iaieeed. by Sen. La Follette, Wis., R., article by Sen. 
Shipst male Dai iy fase by Sen. Goff, W. Va, R., 
article ae News, “Future Trend in American 
Transporta' anh, icone Ip See. Boley, 0. D., edi- 
torial = ‘Colum! Dispatch. 
am 5, inserted Rep. McClintic, a ee ier 

runker, Boston suggesting cure. Speech ep. 
Guardia, N. Y., R. 


Centinary of Building and Loan Movement 
ws oon te gen, Goneme, Ge, Di, address of Sen. Cope- 
d, N. Y., D., at Rochester, 
‘a oe 
10, inserted by Sen. D., 
we etale Uae Kee on Civil ta pe ae” 
Clothing for Needy Men 
Jan. 9, speech by Rep. Ludlow, Ind., D. 


a 14, oe a Rep. M Vi ., address of Hi 
an. at a., D. of Hon. 
il = irthplace of Henry Clay. 


1 "Ss becitiad Sen. McNary, Oreg., R., address Sen. 
ode sine + sa ‘and the Soviet Govt.” = 


Congressional Reapportionment 
Jan. 9, speech by Rep. Cochran, Mo., D. 


Cooperation of Employers and Employees 
Py inserted by Sen. Davi Pa, Re editorial from Pittsburgh 


Se eee. 
Jan. peeent fy Sem. Bor a Ra ekoene Sen. Yonden- 


. S. Minister 


R., on the late Beni’ 
to Netherlands. cn 


Federal Loans to Drainage Districts 


Jan. 10, speech by Rep. Smith, Idaho, R., on Federal loans to 
drainage districts. 


Employment 
an. 5, speech by Sen. Davis, Pa. R., Jan. 7, inserted by Sen. 
agner, article by ars ee “Job Insurance Seen as no 
Drain on Nation.” by Sen. om 7 Wis., R., 
an. 10, s by Sen. Bully, O, Dy Jan. 5, si by Sen. 

—- ; Jan. 15, inserted by Sen. 
by elen Tall on the American Dole. 

Jan. 16, speech by Rep. Lankford, Va., D. 
Everglades National Park, Fla. 

Jan. 5, aes by Sen. Fletcher, Fla., D., letter from James 
H. Paine, of Fla., on Everglades National "Park and De Soto 
National Monument. 

Extra Session 

Jan. 9, inserted by Sen. Wheeler, Mont., D., editorial from 
New York World. 

Federal Reserve Act 

Jan. 6, speech by Rep. Brand, Ga., D., proposed amendment to 
Federal Reserve Act. 

Flood Control 

Jan. 6, speech by Sen. Hayden, Ariz., D. 

Jan. 7, or by Rep. Sinclair, N. D., R, “Ins 
Miss.” jan. 15, speeches by Cramton, Mich., 
general debate. 

Foreign Debts 

Jan. 13, speeches by Rep. McFadden, Pa, R., and by Rep. 
Treadway, Mass., R. 

Hospital Construction 


Jan. 6, inserted Rep. Rogers, Mass., R., letter from Capt. 
H. H. Weimer, National Commander, Disabled Veterans. 


How Would Lincoln Stand Today? 


Jan. 13, inserted by Rep. came Tenn., D., radio address of 
Rep. -elect Pettengill, Ind., 


agner, article 


ion of Lower 
and others in 


Howard University 
Jan. 7, speech by Rep. Sabath, N. Y., D. 


Immigration 
Jan. 10, speech by Sen. Harris, Ga., D. 


Inland Waterways 
Jan. 9, speech by Sen. Ransdell, La., D. 


Department of Labor 
uae 5, aeopet by Rep. Cable, O. R., an address by Hon. W. 
N: Doak, U . S. Secretary of Labor, on work of Labor Depart- 
ment. 
Money in. Circulation in the United States 
Jan. 5, inserted by Sen. Heflin, Ala., D., letter from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury in response to a Senate resolution. 


National Forests 


Jan. 5, inserted by Rep. Leavitt, Mont., R., address by Raphael 
Zon before Society of American Foresters, Dec. 30, on history 
of National Forests. 


Senator Norris of Nebraska 


Jan. 5, inserted by Sen. Brookhart, Ia., R., editorial by William 
ra Hearst on Senator Norris. 


a 15, inserted by Sen. mas, Okla., D., article by Wirt 
“Conditions in Became Industry.” 

Jan. 15, speech by Rep. Blanton, Tex., D. 

Palestine 
Jan. 8, speech by Rep. Dickstein, N. Y., D. 

Political Affairs 
Jan. 7, inserted 
“The Election o 


Sen. Blease, S. C., D., series of editorials 
een — = “Secretary. of Labor”; 
— expendi- 

ala oF a on campaign 


mateedss Dee. speech by Sen. Cutting, N. Mex., R., on cam- 


fan, 3 speech, by Rep. Vestal In R., on direct primaries. 
an. 16, ez. = . aoe ee 
= an lee Gs Ghiss Ge, D., on changes in House 


ae 
Jan. 5, speech by oo ae Oe Osias, P. I, on thirty-fourth an- 
a of execution o 
speech by Rep. Dyer, ie D. 
President of the United States 


Jan. 10, inserted by Senator Goff, W. Va., R., editorial from 
the Washington Post, entitled, “To "Ruin the President.” 


Public Lands 


Jan. 15, speech by Sen. Bratton, N. Mex., D., on “Withdrawal 
of Public Lands. 


Radio 
Jan. 16, General debate on floor. 
Railroad Consolidation 
PR ag whee ee speech by 


Se tA ‘speech by Rep. Parker, N. Y., R., on “Railroad Con- 
solidation.” 


Roads 


Jan. 5, inserted by 7. , Ala. D., letter from T. H. 
MacDonald, Director of oads, Ala., on “Allotments of National 
Aid to Roads in Alabama.” 


Russia-Stalin 
Jan. 6, inserted by Sen. Brookhart, Ia., R., article by David 
Lloyd George. 


Silver Supply 


J speech by Sen. Borah, Idaho, R. pe. 0 geet by 
Oddie, Nev., R. pce, et ee ev., D., 
ge by former Thomas of Colo.; also article by former 


J. Connon on “Silver Loan to China.” Jan. 15, in- 
Oddie, Nev., R., article by H. N. Lawrie on Id 


Jan. 16, ny Rep. McSwain, S. Car., D., on “Natural 
Resources of S. Ca 


Stock Speculation 
ay” speeches by Sen. Brookhart, Ia, R., and Sen. Heflin, 


Tobacco 
an, 7, speech by Rep. Cellar, N. Y., D., jon “Snide Advertising 
elt of American Tobacco Company.” 


Uncle Sam and His Children 
Jan. 8, speech by Rep. Owen, Fla, D. 
eka 


5, speech by Rep. Almon, Y 

Criep, Ga, D. an. 13, og 

es fo a aaaen viny Adjested ' 
les on 

Should Be Said ‘in Cash Now.” , 


Water Power 
9, 10, 12 and 14, eral debate on all phases of water 
jon. 5 0 ee ee resolution to reconsider the con- 
Brmation of the nominations of the members of the Federal 
Power ission. 


World Court 
Jan. 5, speech by Sen. McNary, Oreg., R. 


World Peace 
fam 9} 10, speech 
9, speech by 
Yorktown 


Sesquicentennial 
5, R ne Bie eee chee ie eee 
Sion Va., in October, 1 


Sen. Capper, Kans., R. 
. Cramton, Mich., R. 


= 61 > 


. leocaneppeneeneeteneeee 
Nr ee erent 








| 
' 
f 
f 
e 
: 





rs 






/ SGA URE Re 
ne ae en a rn 






CF ee ee 


This Month’s Contributors 


v 


Senator Jones 


WESLEY L. JONES, Republican, Seattle; attorney; born at 
Bethany, Ill, October 9, 1863; married and has two children; 
resided at North Yakima from April, 1899, until 1917, when he 
changed his residence to Seattle; Representative at Large from 
1899 until 1909, when he became a Member of the United States 
Senate. His term of service will expire March 3, 1933.—From 
“The Congressional Directory.” 


Senator Sheppard 


Morris SHEPPARD, Democrat, of Texarkana, was born 
May 28, 1875, at Wheatville, Morris County, Tex.; was graduated 
from the University of Texas, 1898; LL. D. (honorary) South- 
ern Methodist University; began the practice of law at Pitts- 
burg, Tex., in 1898, and located at Texarkana in 1899, where he 
continued to follow his profession; was elected in October, 1902, 
to the 57 Congress to fill out the unexpired term of his father, 
the Hon. John L. Sheppard, deceased; also elected to the 58, 
59, 60, 61, and 62 Congresses; was elected January 29, 1913, 
to fill the vacancy occasioned by the resignation of Senator 
Bailey; and Was also elected for the full term beginning March 
4, 1913. He was reelected in 1918, 1924, and 1930. His new term 
of service expires March 3, 1937—From “The Congressional 
Directory.” 


Senator Hatfield 


HENRY D. HATFIELD, Republican; born September 15, 
1875; membez of the county court, McDowell County, 1904-1908 ; 
member of the State senate 1908-1912; Governor of West Vir- 
ginia, March 4, 1913, to 1917; residence, Huntington, West Vir- 
ginia—From “The © ongressional Directory.” 


Senator Copeland 


RRoYAL S. COPELAND. Democrat, of New York City, was 
born at Dexter, Mich.; grad. from the Dexter High School; at- 
tended the Michigan State Normal College; grad. from the Univ. 
of Michigan with the degree of doctor of medicine; has degree 
of master of arts from Lawrence Univ.; doctor of laws from 
Syracuse and Oglethrope Universities; is a Fellow of the Ameri- 
can College of Surgeons; served as health commissioner of 
New York City from 1918 until he entered the Senate; is mar- 
ried and has one son, Royal S. Copeland, Jr.; was elected to the 
U. S. Senate November 7, 1922; reelected November 6, 1928. 
His term of service will expire March 3, 1935.—From, “The 
Congressional Directory.” 
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Senator Barkley 


ALBAN WILLIAM BARKLEY, Democrat, of Paducah, Ky., 
born in Graves Co., Ky., Nov. 24, 1877; educated in the county 
schools and in Marvin College, Clinton, Ky., grad. in 1897, re- 
ceiving A. B. degree, afterwards attending Emory College at 
Oxford, Ga., and the Univ. of Virginia Law School at Charlottes- 
ville, Va.; admitted to the bar at Paducah, Ky., in 1901; married 
June 23, 1903, to Miss Dorothy Brower, of Paduacah, Ky., has 
three children; was elected prosecuting attorney for McCracken 
Co., Ky., in 1905 for term of four years; elected judge of Mc- 
Cracken Co. court and served until elected to Congress; was 
elected to the 63 and all succeeding Congresses; was chairman 
State Democratic conventions, Louisville, Ky., 1919, and at Lex- 
ington, Ky., May, 1924; was delegate at large to Democratic 
National Conventions at San Francisco in 1920, at New York 
in 1924, and at Houston in 1928; elected to U. S. Senate from 
Kentucky for term beg. March 4, 1927—From, “The Congres- 
sional Directory.” 


Senator Bingham 


Hiram BINGHAM, Republican, of New Haven; born in 
Honolulu, Nov. 19, 1875; son of Rev. Hiram and Minerva 
(Brewster) Bingham; studied at Punahou, Andover, Yale, Univ. 
of California, and Harvard; married Alfreda Mitchell, of New 
London; taught at Harvard, Princeton, and Yaie; explored parts 
of Venezuela, Colombia, and Peru; author “Across South 
America,” “Inca Land,” “An Explorer in the Air Service,” 
“Machu Picchu,” etc.; learned to fly, 1917; lieutenant colonel, 
Air Service, American Expeditionary Forces; delegate-at-large 
Republican National Conventions, 1924 and 1928; lieutenant 
governor, 1922-1924; elected governor, Nov. 4, 1924; elected 
Senator, Dec. 16, 1924, to fill unexpired term of the late Frank 
B. Brandegee; reelected Nov. 2, 1926—From, “The Congres- 
sional Directory.” 


Senator Phipps 


LL AWRENCE COWLE PHIPPS, Republican, of Colorado; 


High School in 1879; employed by Carnegie Co.; until that com- 
pany was absorbed by the U. S. Steel Corp. in 1901, at which 
time hé resigned as vice president and treasurer of Carnegie 
Co. and retired from active business, making his home in Den- 

ver, Colo.; donor of Agnes Memorial Sanatorium for treatment 
a ‘ uibereutionie; president of Colorado Taxpayers’ Protective 
League in 1913; during war was chairman of Mountain division 
Liberty loan campaign; member of Colorado Council of De- 






fense; member ot National Finance Committee, American Red 
Cross; was elected to U. S. Senate in 1918 and took his seat 
March 4, 1919, reelected in 1924 for term expiring March 3, 1931; 
‘has six children—Lawrencé C., Jr., Mrs. William White, Mrs. 
Donald C. Bromfield, Mrs. Van Holt N. Garrett, Allan R., and 
Gerald H.—From, “The Congressional Directory.” 


Senator Tydings 


Mirarp £. TYDINGS, Democrat, Havre de Grace, Md.; 
born at Havre de Grace, April 6, 1890; attorney at law; grad. 
from Md. Agricultura] College in mechanical engineering; studied 
law at Univ. of Md., admitted to the bar 1913; served in World 
War from April 6, 1917; to June 1, 1919; promoted through 
ranks from enlisted men to lieutenant colonel; cited by Generals 
Pershing, Morton, and Upton; awarded distinguished-service 
medal; speaker of Maryland House of Delegates; State senator, 
Maryland; elected to Sixty-eighth and Sixty-ninth Congresses; 
elected to U. S. Senate by 54,715 plurality—From, “The Con- 
gressional Directory.” 


Senator Walsh 


Davip IGNATIUS WALSH, Democrat, of Fitchburg, Mass., 
was born in Leominster, Worcester Co., Mass., on Nov. 11, 1872; 
attended the public schools of Clinton, Mass.; Holy Cross Col- 
lege, Worcester, Mass., A. B., 1893, LL. D., 1913; Boston Univ. 
School of Law, LL. B., 1897; from several universities, LL. D.; 
lawyer; elected, from a Republican district, a member of the 
Mass. House of Rep., 1900, and reelected 1901; lieutenant gov. 
1913, governor 1914, and reelected 1915 (yearly terms); dele- 
gate at large to the Democratic National Conventions 1912, 1916, 
1920, 1924, and 1928; delegate at large to the Mass. constitutional 
convention 1917-1918; elected as the first Democrat since before 
the Civil War to the U. S. Senate Nov. 5, 1918, to succeed the 
Hon. John W. Weeks, his Republican opponent; was defeated for 
reelection to the U. S. Senate, Nov. 7, 1924; elected to the U. S. 
Senate, Nov. 2, 1926, to succeed William M. Butler; reelected 
Nov. 6, 1928; his term of office expires March 3, 1935.—From, 
“The Congressional Directory.” 


Senator King 


WILLIAM H. KING, Democrat, of Salt Lake City, was born 
iz Utah; attended public schools, the B. Y. Academy, and the 
State Univ. Spent three years in Great Britain and upon return 
began study of law; graduated from the Univ. of Mich. in 
1888 and entered practice of law in 1900; was elected to various 
State offices, including the Legislature of Utah, in which he 
served three terms, one term being president of the upper body; 
served as associate justice of the Supreme Court of Utah, be- 
ginning in 1904; was elected to the 55 Congress; declined re- 
nomination and was candidate for the U. S. Senate; a deadlock 
ensued and no one was elected; a vacancy occurring, was elected 
as Representative to the 56 Congress; was unanimous choice of 
his party for the 58 and 59 Congresses, but the State was Re- 


publican; nominated by the Democratic legislative caucus in~ 


1905 and 1909 for the U. S. Senate; has been delegate to various 
Democratic National Conventions; was unanimous choice of his 
party for Senator and in Nov. 1916, was elected for a term of 
six years; reelected Nov. 1922, and again on Nov. 6, 1928, for a 
term of six years—From, “The Congressional Directory.” 


Grace Abbott 


GRACE ABBOTT, social worker; b. Grand Island, Neb., Nov. 
17, 1878; d. of Othman A. and Elizabeth M. (Griffin) Abbot; 
grad. Grand Island High School, 1895; Ph. B., Grand Island 
Coll., 1898, U. of Neb., 1902-1903; Ph. M. in Polit. Science, U. 
of Chicago, 1909; unmarried. Teacher Grand Island High School, 
1899-1902 and 1903-07; dir. Immigrants’ Protective League, 1908- 
17; resident Hull House, Chicago, 1908-1915; dir. child labor 
div. of Children’s Bur., Washington, D. C., 1917-19; exec. sec. 
Ill. Immigrants’ Commn., 1920-21; now chief of U. S. Children’s 
Bur. Author: The Immigrant and the Community. Address: 
The Ontario, Washington, D. C. — From, “Who's Who in 
America.” 


Dr. Holmes 


RupoLPH WIESER HOLMES, Fellow of American Medical 
Association; specialist in obstetrics and gynecology, associate 
clinical professor in obstetrics and gynecology, Rush Medical 
College, Chicago; chief department of obstetrics, Augustana 
Hospital; obstetrician, Passavant Memorial Hospital; member 
Illinois State Medical Society, Chicago Medical Society, Chicago 
Gynecological Society; fellow of American College of Surgeons, 
Institute of Medicine, Chicago; American Gynecological Society. 
—From, “Congressional Record.” 


. 


Dr. Gellhorn 


GEORGE GELLHORN, Fellow of American Medical Associa- 
tion, specialist in obstetrics and gynecology, professor of gyne- 
cology and obstetrics, and director of department, Si. Louis 
University Medical School; gynecologist in chief, St. Mary's 
and Missouri Pacific Hospitals; gynecologist, Bernard Free Skin 
and Cancer Hospital; gynecologist and obstetrician, St. Luke’s 
and City Hospitals; consulting gynecologist and obstetrician, 
Jewish Flospital; medical director, Municipal Prenatal Ciinics 
and St. Louis Obstetric Dispensary; member of American 
Gynecological Society, American Gynecological Club (president, 
1915), St. Louis Medical Society, etc—From, “Congressional 
Record.” 


Dr. Hamill 


S AMUEL M’CLINTOCK HAMILL, Fellow of American 
Medical Association, specialist in pediatrics; member of American 
Pediatric Society, Philadelphia Pediatric Society, Philadelphia 
Neurological Society, Pathological Society of Philadelphia, Medi- 
cal Society State of Pennsylvania (first chairman section ot 
pediatrics), College of Physicians of Philadelphia; member of 
General Medical Board and chairman of National Child Welfare 
Committee of Council National Defense; director child welfare 
for State of Pennsylvania, 1917-18; delegate Cannes Medical 
Conference of Red Cross Society, 1919; president and director 
of Philadelphia Child Health Society; member American As- 
sociation for Study and Prevention of Infant Mortality (presi- 
dent 1915-16); member executive committee American Child 
Health Association since 1923; professor diseases of children, 
Philadelphia Polyclinic and College for Graduates in Medicine, 
1901-1919; postgraduate department of medicine, ne of 
Pennsylvania, 1919-20; visiting pediatrician, 

pital, formerly St. Christopher’s Hospital reid on a ager 
delphia Polyclinic—From, “Congressional Record.” 
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Foreword 


Centinued-- 


of the community and voluntary agencies, and by extend- 
ing Federal assistance in organization of these forces 
and bringing about cooperation among them. 

“I have recently, in cooperation with the Secretaries 
of Interior and r, laid the foundations of an ex- 
haustive inquiry into the facts precedent to a nationwide 
White House conference on child health and protection. 
This cooperative movement am interested cies 
will impose no upon the Government. Similar 
nationwide conferences will be called in connection with 
better housing and recreation at a later date. 


“The advance in scientific discovery as to disease and 
health i new considerations upon us. The Nation 
as a whole is vitally interested in the health of all the 


; in protection from spread of ious disease ; 
in relation of physical and meizial disabilities to crim- 
inality ; and in the economic and moral advancement which 
is fundamentally associated with sound body and mind. 
The organization of preventive measures and health edu- 
cation in its personal application is the province of public 
health service. Such organization should be as universal 
as public education. Its support is a proper burden upon 
the taxpayer. It cannot be organized with success, either 
in its er or educational phases, except under public 
authority. It should be based upon local and State 
responsibility, but I consider that the Federal Government 
has an obligation of contribution to the establishment of 
such agencies. 


“T recommend to the that the purpose of the 


Fe tec Act id be continued through the 
Children’s Bureau for a limited period of years; and that 


the Congress should consider the desirability of confining 
the use of Federal funds by the States to the building up 


W 


1—Congressioral Record of Dec. 8, 1930. 
2—Congressional Record of Dec. 9, 1930. 
3—Congressional Record of Dec. 16, 1930. 
4—Congressional Record of Dec. 17, 1930. 
5—Congressional Record of Dec. 18, 1930. 


This Month’s Seurces 


of such county or other local uuits, and that such outlay 
should be _ preerey coordinated with the funds expended 
through the United States Public Health Service directed 
to other phases of the same county or other local unit 
organization. All funds appropriated should of course be 
applied through the States, so that the public health pro- 
gram of the county or local unit will be efficiently coor- 
dinated with that of the whole State.” 

= His message to Congress, December 2, 1930, he 
said ; 

“I urge further consideration by the Congress of the 
ed ent et ante ne 
velopment through ty Federal aid of adequate 
State and local services for the health of children and the 
further stamping out of communicable disease, particularly 
in the rural sections. The advance of scientific discovery, 
methods, and social thought imposes a new vision in these 
matters, The drain upon the Federal Treasury is com- 
paratively small. The results both economic and: moral 
are of the utmost importance.” 

In discussions as to constitutionality of the Maternity 
and Infancy bill, the so-called “welfare clause” of the 
Constitution of the United States has been generally 

uoted. This is contained in Article I, Section 8, of the 
itution, which reads, 

“The shall have Power to Pay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imports and Excises, to pay the Debts and 
provide for the Common Defense and General Welfare 
of the United States ;” 

Those who argue for Federal aid for mothers and in- 
fants maintain that it is permissible under this provision. 
Their opponents maintain that this provision refers to the 
welfare of the United States as a political entity and not 
to individual citizens. 


v 


6—Congressional Record of Dec. 4, 1930. 
7—Editorial of Dec. 1930. 

&—“Proceedings, House of Delegates, A. M. A. 1930.” 
9—Editorial of Dec. 28, 1930. 

10—Reprint from The Annals, Sept. 1930. 

















Agriculture Debenture Plan 
Boulder Dam Project 

Capital of the United States 
Capital Punishment 

Censorship of Foreign Books 
Changing Sessions of Congress, etc. 
China and the U. S. 

Cloture in the U. S. Senate 

Coal Problem 

Communications Problem 
Congress and the Chain Store 
Congress and Employment 
Cooperative Marketing 

Copyright Reform 

Election of Congress, 1930 

Equal Nationality Rights for Women 
Farm Relief Problem 

Federal Department of Aeronautics 
Federal Estate Tax Repeal 
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